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Introduction 


WueEn George Herbert Mead died in 1931 at the age of 
sixty-eight, he had not published a single book. Indeed, he had 
published few major papers for someone who would gain recogni- 
tion posthumously as one of the most brilliantly original of Amer- 
ican pragmatists. During the decade before his death, sociologists 
at the University of Chicago, where Mead taught philosophy, dis- 
covered what original contributions Mead was making to that 
branch of their field known as “social psychology.” Graduate stu- 
dents in sociology flocked to his classes and later were instru- 
mental in introducing his writings on social psychology into the 
standard sociological literature. His concepts became common 
property among sociologists; his lines were quoted freely in text- 
books, and his pages were reproduced in readers designed for 
mass student audiences. Through the sociologists, social psycholo- 
gists who were trained in psychology departments also discovered 
Mead. While his point of view can hardly be said to be a domi- 
nant influence on American sociology and social psychology since 
World War II, his impact continues to be felt. Moreover, he re- 
mains an oft-quoted elder statesman in both fields. 

Only part of his intellectual approach, however, has been in- 
corporated into contemporary work. Although his words are re- 
produced accurately enough, their sense is most often miscontrued 
because they have been interpreted from viewpoints other than 
his own. Mead’s position was radically different from that of most 
social psychologists and sociologists who have quoted him or in- 
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corporated his thinking into their own systems of thought. Part of 
my purpose in writing this introduction to selected pages of his 
work is directed at correcting those misapprehensions of Mead’s 
position. I wish also to suggest that a close reading of Mead can 
make him more than a standard bibliographical item for the 
graduate student’s prelims. Read a bit more closely—and read 
more extensively than his Mind, Self, and Society—Mead can 
yield directives rather different from many offered in the socio- 
logical market. By directives, I do not mean a few “insights” or 
even a few ideas verifiable with careful research. I mean that his 
writing remains genuinely exciting. He can still stimulate new 
research and theoretical enterprise. 


American sociology from the 1890’s until World War II was 
dominated by the work of men at the University of Chicago. 
Although Sumner was at Yale, Ross at Wisconsin, Cooley at 
Michigan, Giddings at Columbia, and Sorokin later at Minnesota 
and Harvard, the massed graduate faculty at Chicago, along with 
its former students, was the major influence upon prewar sociol- 
ogy. The Chicago department and its organ, the American Journal 
of Sociology, were organized approximately when the University 
of Chicago itself began. That university was, from its outset, to be 
a graduate institution, for President Harper had deliberately 
raided competitive scholarly establishments with the express aim 
of creating the country’s most influential graduate departments. 
Sociology during its earliest years there included at least two out- 
standing scholars, Albion Small and W. I. Thomas; and in neigh- 
boring departments were men like Dewey and Tufts. Within the 
decade, a star-studded faculty had firmly established Chicago as 
a dazzling intellectual center. 

Mead came in 1894, at John Dewey’s invitation, to the De- 
partment of Philosophy, remaining until his death. His influence 
upon the field of sociology must be attributed—especially in light 
of his scant writings—to the evolution of sociology at Chicago 
itself. But the nature of his influence is also linked with his own 
intellectual career. It is to the latter consideration that I turn first. 

A striking perspective of Mead’s career and influence can be 
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got by comparing him, however briefly, with Dewey. Dewey was 
born in 1859, Mead in 1863. Dewey published his first book in 
1886, when he was twenty-seven years of age, his second in 1888, 
two more in 1894; and at forty-three, he was acclaimed for his 
great volume on experimental logic. His continued regular and 
voluminous publication on an enormous range of scholarly and 
public subjects is brought home to us by the posthumous book- 
length bibliographical itemization of his writing. Mead’s output 
was much more restricted in range, being devoted almost entirely 
to philosophical and psychological issues, and including a rela- 
tively few articles on education, particularly as it related to sci- 
ence and social reform. He was forty before his first major paper 
appeared (he had published only two previously, on education). 
Whereas Dewey became known to the general public for his edu- 
cational views during the nineties and the following decade, Mead 
was listed in Who’s Who in America only in 1910 (about seven 
years after Dewey) because of his full professorship at Chicago. 
He never came to general notice, except perhaps on the local- 
reform scene. He did not become, and probably had no wish to 
become, the spokesman for liberal causes that made Dewey such 
a deservedly conspicuous figure on the national scene. As for 
recognition by philosophers themselves: as late as 1912 Ralph 
Perry, who later edited William James’s letters, failed to mention 
Mead in his Present Philosophical Tendencies; and in James 
Pratt’s review of pragmatism (1909), Mead’s early contributions 
to that movement were also overlooked.* Mead finally had his 
books published for him, as it were, by his students, who either 
pulled together their collected notes (as in Mind, Self, and Soci- 
ety) or made available his own notes and unpublished writings 
to the intellectual community. 

One of the intriguing biographical questions about Mead, 
then, is his reluctance to publish a major volume—and in a field 
where books are a staple commodity. Dewey sheds some light on 
this matter in remarks delivered at his friend’s funeral and later 


published in Mead’s Philosophy of the Present. (Dewey’s daugh- 


1 (New York: Longmans); What Is Pragmatism? (New York: 
Macmillan Co.). 
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ter, Jane, later noted, “The Meads remained the closest friends 
of the Deweys even after the removal of the Deweys to New York, 
until their death.” )*” Dewey commented that while “Mead was an 
original thinker, he had no sense of being original. Or if he had 
such a feeling he kept it under.”’ He also noted Mead’s character- 
istic “great originality and unusual deference to others... .” Yet 
Mead’s Philosophy of the Present betrays a rather clear con- 
sciousness that he was pushing pragmatism in previously unex- 
plored directions, and a number of passages in his last work, pub- 
lished in The Philosophy of the Act, show him in a critical 
posture even toward some of Dewey’s positions. In his social 
psychology, developed fully during the 1920’s, he certainly must 
have recognized his own originality. Dewey knew it and un- 
doubtedly conveyed some of this knowledge to Mead. Again I 
quote Dewey’s daughter: “Since Mead published so little during 
his lifetime, his influence on Dewey was the product of conversa- 
tions carried on over a period of years and its extent has been 
underestimated.” Indeed, Dewey directly took over Mead’s spe- 
cial development of social psychological ideas and “made them a 
part of his subsequent philosophy, so that, from the nineties on, 
the influence of Mead ranked with that of James.” We should not 
be astonished to learn that James was also Mead’s teacher, along 
with Royce. Probably more important than Mead’s humility and 
belated recognition of his own genius was his slight interest in 
immediate fame, combined with continuous—and possibly labo- 
rious—refining and extending of his ideas.? 

2 Jane M. Dewey, “Biography of John Dewey,” in Paul A. Schillp 


(ed.), The Philosophy of John Dewey (Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern Uni- 
versity, 1939), pp. 25-26. 


3 Jane Dewey implied this when she wrote that he “was continuously 
reworking his ideas so that most of his work was published only after his 
death.” Helen S. Perry, the biographer of Harry S. Sullivan, has remarked 
to me that she is struck by the similarity between Mead and Sullivan 
insofar as neither published much while alive and both seemed constantly 
to be working over their ideas, possibly too intensively or rapidly to pause 
for publication. Both men were fortunate in having devoted students 
who got those ideas into print posthumously. Sullivan, incidentally, knew 
of Mead’s work through Sapir, an anthropologist-linguist at the University 
of Chicago. 


Introduction xi 


Whatever the explanation for Mead’s scant publication during 
his lifetime, it meant delayed recognition by philosophers. His 
impact on sociology and social psychology came earlier. One rea- 
son, already alluded to, was that Chicago sociologists carried his 
ideas from the classroom into their working lives (and as Charles 
Morris has suggested, into their personal lives also). Curiously 
enough, it was not until the twenties that the sociologists really 
seemed to have noticed Mead. For instance, W. I. Thomas, who 
as early as the first issue of the American Journal of Sociology in 
1894, was urging the inseparability of social psychology and soci- 
ology, seems not particularly to have drawn upon Mead’s thought, 
although the two men were university colleagues until Thomas 
left academic life toward the end of World War I. Likewise, 
Robert Park and Ernest Burgess included none of Mead’s writings 
ingheir 1921 reader-text that educated the Chicago graduate stu- 

ts for almost two decades. Park was the great figure in the 
department during the twenties. Though drawing earlier upon 
Dewey’s ideas about communication, he probably was not greatly 
influenced by Mead; yet some of his students were. But the chief 
link in the twenties and thirties between the sociologists and 
Mead was perhaps Ellsworth Faris, who introduced students di- 
rectly to the writings of Dewey and Mead. (Dewey had come to 
the sociologists’ attention, not only through early writing on com- 
munication and education, but through his 1922 lectures on so- 
cial psychology.)* Certainly not all of these students read or 
heard Mead, since there were several streams of faculty influence 
in the department. An autobiographical note will illustrate that 
last point. Before I went to Chicago as a graduate student in 
1939, I had been directed to the writings of Dewey, Thomas, and 
Park by Floyd House, who had been a student of Park in the 
early twenties. House never mentioned Mead, that I can recollect. 
But within a week after my arrival at Chicago, I was studying 
Mead’s Mind, Self, and Society, directed to it by Herbert Blumer, 
who as a young instructor had taught Mead’s class after Mead’s 
unexpected death. 

By 1939, Mead’s writing was already getting a fairly wide 


4 Human Nature and Conduct (New York: Holt, 1922). 


x1 INTRODUCTION 


reading from sociologists, and so he began to enter into the main- 
stream of sociological thought elsewhere. He began to become the 
social psychologist for sociologists—as evidenced, for instance, 
by his later appearance in the standard chapters on social psy- 
chology and personality included in sociological textbooks. Why 
the sociologists found his writing so useful is exactly the question 
posed some pages ago. A partial answer to that question, perhaps, 
is that in the thought of leading sociologists a focus upon psycho- 
logical aspects of society had long been central. But that answer, 
I would contend, is only partly satisfying. We must take into 
account that only certain features of Mead’s thought were incor- 
porated into sociology, and we must ask why. — 

Almost exclusively, sociologists lit upon Mead’s ideas about 
socialization, notably his concepts of “generalized other” and his 
rather strikingly socialized “self.” These ideas appealed in the 
twenties and thirties because sociologists found them handy 
ammunition against biological explanations of behavior. Later 
they found Mead’s notion of self not only an effective counter to 
Freudianism and to individualistic psychologies but also a useful 
way to think about the socialization of group members. By a 
curious irony of history, Dewey had earlier helped to fill those 
functions for sociologists; but since, in fact, he had never worked 
out Mead’s kind of detailed discussion about socialization, his 
writing today does not appeal much to socioligists. 

In general, I would argue that what sociologists—including 
such widely read functionalist theorists as Parsons, Davis, and 
Merton—selected from Mead’s writing was very restricted and 
pertained mainly to how culture and norms got “internalized” 
into the person, that is, how self-control was a reflection of social 
control. Mead’s treatment of the self as a process was transformed 
into something much more static, in accordance with the socio- 
logical view of internalized social control. The “generalized 
other” became just another way of talking about reference group 
affiliation, and Mead’s notion of role tended to be reinterpreted to 
fit with the structural concept of status and its associated role- 
playing. It is even possible to maintain that sociologists, who tend 
principally to be social determinists, read Mead as if he too were 
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a social determinist, although his reiteration of the potential in- 
fluence of individuals upon society should have warned against 
any such interpretation. 

Whether the main drift of Mead’s thought was reinterpreted 
is perhaps debatable, but the selective attention given it is not. 
Quotations from Mead are almost always taken from the “self” 
section of Mind, Self, and Society—mind and society getting 
short shrift! Mead’s remarkable treatment of time—hardly 
touched upon in that volume but treated extensively in Philos- 
ophy of the Present and in The Philosophy of the Act—has not 
been mined for its relevance to sociological concerns. His concept 
of perspectives, again worked out in much detail in those vol- 
umes, has not penetrated sociological thinking much nor has its 
implication for social change been understood. His strikingly pro- 
cessual view of social organization has yet to receive that elabora- 
tion which would freshen, and perhaps transform, more tradition- 
al views. His philosophic handling of the relations between 
permanence and change—that is, the problem of continuity— 
surely will have its proper impact on sociological thought before 
long. 

The richness of Mead’s writing for sociological enterprise can 
only be suggested in this brief introduction. Perhaps three exam- 
ples will suffice. Let us take the matter of “time,” in which recent- 
ly there has been renewed sociological interest.” In general, much 
of the sociological writing on organizations leaves their temporal 
features unanalyzed. When handled explicitly, the focus is upon 
such matters as deadlines, scheduling, rates, pacing, turnover, 
and concepts of time which may vary differentially by organiza- 
tional position. The principal weakness of such analyses stems 
from an unexamined assumption that the temporal properties 
worth studying pertain to the work of organizations and their 
members. For instance, the work-time of personnel must be 
properly articulated—hence deadlines and schedules. Break- 


5 Cf. Wilbert Moore, Man, Time, and Society (New York: Wiley, 
1963). My own discussion of time owes much to collaboration with Barney 
Glaser and to earlier work with Rue Bucher, Leonard Schatzman and 
Melvin Sabshin. 
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downs in this temporal articulation occur not only through acci- 
dent and poor planning but through differential valuation of time 
by various echelons, personnel, and clientele. But a close reading 
of Mead suggests that the temporal order of the organization be 
analyzed in terms of a much wider range of temporal dimensions; 
for, as stated by Mead, perspectives imply temporality. 

One way of translating Mead’s conception is to take seriously 
the idea that people bring to any organization their own temporal 
concerns and that their actions on the organizational site are pro- 
foundly affected by those concerns. Thus, in a hospital, one 
should study not only the organization of work-time (schedules, 
deadlines, timing of work shifts) but many other considerations 
deriving from more subtle temporal concerns. For instance, we 
might scrutinize the previous hospital experiences of patients and 
personnel (their hospital careers), their experiences with various 
types of illness (their illness careers), their personal careers, and 
the highly personalized conceptions of time evidenced, for in- 
stance, by dying patients. The family’s temporal concerns are also 
of great relevance. 

This discussion leads me to remark upon Mead’s rather im- 
plicit treatment of social organization and society. He sometimes 
referred to these matters in rather structured terms, but most 
often a processual view dominated his writing. He pictured social 
structures as somewhat less organized than do most sociologists 
and anthropologists. The implication is that organizations are 
something like Melville Dalton’s description of industrial estab- 
lishments; they somehow work, although they have no single 
goal, no wholly agreed upon consensus; but they service the 
diverse aims of their personnel and clientele through bargaining, 
deals, agreements, and negotiation plus the more institutionalized 
mechanisms.° Something like a concept of “negotiated order” 
seems implied by Mead’s views.” When one sees this, it is a simple 


6 Men Who Manage (New York: Wiley, 1959). 


7 Cf. A. L. Strauss et al., “The Hospital and Its Negotiated Order,” 
in E. Freidson (ed.), The Hospital in Modern Society (New York: Free 
Press of Glencoe, 1963); see also Herbert Blumer’s discussion of ar- 
ticulated lines of action, in his “Society as Symbolic Interaction,” in 
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matter to link it with the preceding discussion of temporality; for 
the various temporal considerations brought to groups and organ- 
izations must receive some articulation—although precise details 
must be empirically discovered through research. In general, how- 
ever, there are organizational mechanisms which contribute to- 
ward that temporal articulation, but there are also non-institu- 
tional mechanisms, including continual negotiation and certain 
less self-conscious forming of agreements. Temporal order refers 
to this total, delicate, and continuously changing articulation of 
temporal considerations. " 

Such a conception of temporal order fits very well with Mead’s 
continual emphasis upon emergence in social relations. He and 
Dewey are, in fact, our great American spokesmen among the 
philosophers of what was once referred to as “emergent evolu- 
tion.” For contemporary sociology and social psychology, this 
concept might mean that persons are somewhat freer agents than 
is allowed in the more usual sociological view: freer not only to 
find ways to circumvent norms and rules, but also freer to help 
change the social structures within which they find themselves. 
More than one critic of social or cultural determinism has argued 
against the model of the individual as mere reflection of the larger 
social unit, or even as something of an automaton. But that cri- 
tique need not necessitate an abandonment of the tremendously 
useful mode of thinking which we call “structural.” That analytic 
mode need only be combined with a systematic search for the 
particular groups of individuals which are able to institute given 
changes, or to evade what specific rules, and why; and under what 
conditions; and with what consequences to the establishment, to 
themselves, and to others. The supplementary inquiry, of course, 
is who obeys or attempts to make other people obey those rules 
and why, how, and with what consequences.® 


A. Rose (ed.), Human Behavior and Social Processes (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1962), pp. 179-92. 
8 Howard S. Becker has attempted something like this in his dis- 


cussion of the processes whereby deviants get defined and how those defi- 
nitions are made to stick as well as how deviants attempt to counter those 
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One can already see the signs of a deeper reading of Mead in 
recent sociological and social psychological research publications. 
Whereas, formerly, sporadic attempts were made to draw specific 
hypotheses from Mead’s writing to see whether they were true or 
useful, researchers now are beginning to turn to Mead for basic 
stances on their material.® It is likely that with the current decline 
of strict functionalism in sociology, Mead’s processual and per- 
spectival emphasis will be rediscovered by influential theorists. 
An increased interest in temporal concerns will surely lead to his 
Philosophy of the Present. A Social Science Research Council 
seminar in 1964 on socio-linguistics will inevitably result in a 
re-emphasis upon the importance of language in social life, and 
with that intellectual movement will come a rereading of Mead. 
And finally, the renewed interest in details of social interaction, 
once that interaction is seen in the natural world rather than in 
the experimental laboratory, is likely to take readers back to 
Mead again. All in all, I am more confident now than I was in 
1956, when the first edition of these selected readings was pub- 
lished, that Mead will remain a vital influence on social psychol- 


ogy and sociology. 


The selected readings in this volume are substantially the 
same as, although more abundant than, those in the original edi- 
tion. Because, however, I wished to call attention to the matters 
just touched upon, one major change has been made in the book’s 
contents. Part IX is devoted to portions of Mead’s writings on 


definitions. See his Outsiders (New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1963). 
Alfred R. Lindesmith’s forthcoming book on the organization of narcotic 
traffic and attempts at its control also contains an illuminating historical 
documentation of how narcotic addiction got defined as a public evil, 
largely through the efforts of one of the federal agencies. 


9 For instance, Howard S. Becker et al., Boys in White (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1961); Fred Davis, Passage through Crisis 
(New York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1963) ; Anselm Strauss et al., Psychiatric 
Ideologies and Institutions (New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1964) ; 


Gregory P. Stone, “Appearance and the Self,” in A. Rose, op. cit., pp- 
86-118. 
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time and perspectives, drawn principally from his Philosophy of 
the Present.’® Also, I have added to Mead’s views on Comte and 
Mills some of his thoughts about the writings of Cooley and 
Bergson (Part VIII) as well as of James and Dewey (Part III). 
Of the introduction to the earlier volume, most of the general 
review of Mead’s position has been retained, with a few omissions 
and additions necessitated by the new material. 

The major dimensions of Mead’s thinking are perhaps best 
grasped in relation to several intellectual antecedents, for these 
flit in and out of his pages in the guise of protagonists or allies. 
From his predecessors Mead took his basic problems, some of his 
terms, and parts of his suggested solutions. 

By the outset of the nineteenth century, natural science had 
had a shattering effect upon earlier conceptions of the universe 
and man. Scientists now worked with notions of a world of matter 
in motion: this could not but have an effect upon philosophic and 
political thought. Individualistic doctrines developed which re- 
garded the individual knower as a passive receiver of the physical 
world impinging upon his sense organs. Individual freedom, indi- 
vidual autonomy, the doctrine of natural rights, contract, the rule 
of reason, atomistic theories of group life: all these reflected the 
impact of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century science. 

These brands of individualistic and rationalistic philosophy 
were countered early in the century by idealistic philosophers, 
notably by the influential German Romantics. Intuition and faith 
displace reason as the cornerstone of knowledge and action; the 
passive individual in an impinging physical world is supplanted 
by a world which has existence only in relation to an active agent; 
group, folk, spirit, and collectivity take precedence over the au- 
tonomous individual; and the later Darwinian revolution is 
ushered in with mystical and historical conceptions of change, 
evolution, and development. Other pre-Darwinian philosophers, 
like the Frenchman Auguste Comte, exalt the role of reason in the 
form of science but, like the Romantics, conceive of individual 
action within societal contexts. 


10 Lectures upon the Paul Carus Foundation, 3d series, ed. Arthur E. 
Murphy (La Salle, Ill.: Open Court Publishing). 
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The Romantic writers had a profound influence upon Mead, 
as upon Dewey, insofar as they stressed social evolution and 
made the environment in some subtle sense dependent upon the 
acting organism. But, since Mead lived after Darwin, the Ro- 
mantic treatment becomes in Mead’s hands divested of its mysti- 
cism and is given biological and scientific twists. Most important, 
the role of reason again is raised in high service to human action, 
where rationalists and political liberals had placed it, rather than 
made subordinate to faith and intuition. Likewise the Comtean 
rejection of metaphysical thought and adulation of scientific 
method are taken over almost wholly; but the specific interpreta- 
tion of the method—along with that of Comte’s rationalistic con- 
temporary, J. S. Mill—is rejected in favor of an evolutionary and 
highly social interpretation. Mead also, in ways reminiscent of 
the French sociologist Durkheim, finds in Comte ammunition 
against individualistic psychological theories. 

But it is to Darwin and his successors that Mead is most in- 
debted: he regarded Darwin as having provided the empirical 
underpinning for the revolutionary but inadequate Romantic no- 
tions of evolution. The corpus of biological writing allows the 
pragmatist to challenge mechanical conceptions of action and the 
world and to restate problems of autonomy, freedom, and innova- 
tion in evolutionary and social rather than mechanistic and 
individualistic terms. Mead’s pragmatic devotion to reason pre- 
vents him from going the way of certain descendants of Darwin— 
Freud, Macdougall, Veblen, and Le Bon among others—who 
stressed irrational and non-rational determinants of human be- 
havior. Darwin’s work itself, insofar as it deals with man’s psy- 
chology, is given an elaborate recasting by Mead. Darwin’s treat- 
ment of expressive gestures is revised in the light of human com- 
munication; and biological evolution emerges in the topmost 
species as something new and different—a true emergent. 

Among Mead’s important predecessors were those psycholo- 
gists who pursued genetic interests. The study of child develop- 
ment, itself receiving great impetus from evolutionary writing, 
became focused upon the rise of speech, thought, and self, in 
contrast to a later concern with emotional and personality de- 
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velopment. Mead owes some of the focus of his work to Tarde and 
to his contemporaries, Baldwin and Cooley. Later he took issue 
with the Watsonian brand of behaviorism; it excluded covert 
aspects of human acts as metaphysical or mental, whereas Mead 
wished to include mental activities within the orbit of the social 
act itself. To indicate the extent of his agreement and divergence, 
he titled his own approach “social behaviorism.”’ 


The outlines of Mead’s philosophical system are sketched in 
those selections comprising Part I of this volume. In “Evolution 
Becomes a General Idea” and “The Problem of Society,” Mead, 
the philosopher of evolution, is asserting the primacy of the evo- 
lutionary process. This process flows not only through species but 
through societal organizations, the human included. As species 
disappear and evolve, so do institutions and societies. In man, 
evolution can be directed through intelligent action—itself made 
possible by the purely human capacity for symbolization. Science 
is the finest instance of intelligence at work and represents the 
hope of mankind for the solution of problematic social situations. 
Because of human intelligence, with its associated self-reflexive- 
ness, social institutions can indefinitely take new forms. Like 
Dewey, Mead is saying that the Darwinian revolution has forever 
unfettered us from static conceptions of social organization. 

This initial line of reasoning introduces us, in large scope, to 
three of Mead’s central preoccupations: (1) science as the instru- 
ment, par excellence, for the intelligent control of environment, 
physical and social; (2) the rise and function of socially reflexive 
behavior; and (3) the problem of maintaining order in a continu- 
ously changing social organization—that is, the problem of in- 
telligent social control. Mead’s social psychology is dominated by 
the second preoccupation; his social philosophy by the third; 
while his more technical philosophical concerns are focused 
around the method of science and particularly its implications for 
control over and contact with the environment. 

When Mead writes about scientific method, he does so in 
accordance with the basic pragmatic position on intelligence. 
“Intelligence” is really a verb, not a noun: it is an activity which 
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arises whenever an organism encounters ambiguity in its world. 
But what is ambiguous or problematic is always in relation to 
what is known or taken for granted. This is true for all organ- 
isms, including the scientist himself. In the essay entitled ‘The 
Nature of Scientific Knowledge,” Mead is particularly interested 
in relating the scientist’s act to the larger communal context. 

It is the particular scientist who recognizes and is disturbed 
enough by ambiguity to wish to fashion an appropriate scientific 
solution. What appears ambiguous to him does so because he is a 
member of a particular society at a given time and place. While 
the problem arises within the individual thinker’s experience, he 
must eventually bring his solution to the community for valida- 
tion. In doing so, he makes a contribution, however minute, to- 
ward changing his community. He contributes toward change, not 
merely because he has answered a vital question, but because his 
answer may challenge some portion of that which was taken for 
granted in order to raise and answer the question in the first 
place. Mead has here affirmed that the scientist—indeed, any hu- 
man—affects his social world just because he is a sentient, acting 
being. Scientific method is merely the most effective way to in- 
corporate continuously arising problematic experiences into an 
ongoing social order. 

Mead is interested in the relationship of the scientist to the 
physical world as well as to the social. He contends that the scien- 
tist is interested not in trying to grasp the structure of the world 
but in going after the solution of a problem “in a world which is 
there.” Like the German Romantics, Mead makes the environ- 
ment relational to the person; but he anchors the relationship 
firmly within community action. Through the thinker’s problem- 
solving act, the world gets revised and “enlarged.” Intelligent 
activity does not seek to know the world but “undertakes to tell 
us what we may expect to happen when we act in such and such a 
fashion.” 

In the selection titled “Mind Approached through Behavior,” 
Mead suggests how the pragmatists, especially James and Dewey, 
met the challenge of the newer currents of science by discarding 
a structural psychology and moving toward a behavioristic sci- 
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ence. The pragmatists, Mead included, emphasize the active role 
that men play in shaping their environments and destinies—a re- 
current theme in Mead’s writing. 

In “The Process of Mind in Nature,” a general philosophical 
treatment with social-psychological implications is given to rela- 
tionships existing between the subject and the physical world. 
Romantic philosophy had failed because it denied the presence 
of a physical world that lay outside and preceded the organism; 
however, Mead retains the romantic idea that the organism is an 
active agent rather than a passive recipient of external stimuli. 
His central thesis is that action (“the act”) determines the rela- 
tion between the individual and the environment. Stimuli are 
encountered during the act and affect its course, and their func- 
tion is misconstrued if we state otherwise their relation to the 
active organism. Identical stimuli are different for different or- 
ganisms and for the same organism during different acts. Percep- 
tion is selective and occurs during action. 

In addition, Mead makes action toward the self an integral 
facet of the act. One takes himself into account while acting to- 
ward the non-self. This self-reflexivity is dependent upon language 
and arises during childhood as a result of participation in groups. 
Mead is thus making of human perception an exceedingly com- 
plicated activity, in which stimuli are responded to selectively 
during the course of acts and are interpreted symbolically and 
with reference to self. Since acts may have considerable duration, 
and perception “functions in the act and all along the act,” the 
perceived environment is different by the end of the act from that 
at the beginning: some objects of perception have been redefined, 
others have dropped out as functionally unimportant, and new 
ones have arisen. These new objects and redefinitions are fun- 
neled back to the groups and communities to which the individual 
belongs, for the individual’s act, and its incorporated perceiving, 
is itself but a segment of the larger communal action. 

In the selections taken from Mind, Self, and Society we see 
Mead’s elaboration of the basic positions already sketched. 
Nothing new is added except detail, but to the social psychologist 
this detail is essential. Here Mead offers us a set of concepts 
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directly pertaining to crucial matters such as complex mental 
activities, self, self-control, audience, role-playing, social inter- 
action, motivation, group membership, and group functioning. 

We left Mead relating perception to act; he develops this re- 
lationship further. Stimuli arise during the act and affect its 
course. The stimuli may arise in the form of the actions of others, 
whose action in turn may be a response to ours. In all species, 
except man, where the process is more complex, the gestures of 
each animal set off immediate answering gestures (barks, growls, 
movements) in the other. The entire course of the interaction 
Mead terms “the conversation of gestures.” This conversation can 
be co-operative, as among a hive of bees, or antagonistic, as in a 
dogfight. No self-consciousness need be attributed to the respond- 
ing animals. 

Among humans the conversation is much more complex, for 
we typically indicate to ourselves the meanings of our own ges- 
tures. This assigned meaning is in terms of the perspective of 
some other person—often the person toward whom we are direct- 
ly acting. But others who are absent may be implicated in our 
gestures; we may be acting toward them, too, and in answer to 
their gestures. When our gestural meanings take on identical 
meanings to ourselves and to others, we have the “significant 
gesture” or “significant symbol.” Mead hypothesizes that only 
through the verbal gesture (sounds) could man have become self- 
conscious about his gestures, but this seems not to be a necessary 
point in his argument. The important point is that typically hu- 
man meaning arises during co-operative group action. In simpler 
terms, we may say that every group develops its own system of 
significant symbols which are held in common by its members 
and around which group activities are organized. Insofar as the 
members act toward and with reference to each other, they take 
each other’s perspectives toward their own actions and thus inter- 
pret and assess that activity in communal terms. Group member- 
ship is thus a symbolic, not a physical, matter, and the symbols 
which arise during the life of the group are, in turn, internalized 
by the members and affect their individual acts. 

The symbolic conversation of gestures need not take place 
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between actual persons but may occur “inside” a single person. 
Here we have thought or mental activity. The person imagina- 
tively acts and, with the positions of significant other individuals 
in mind, looks back at his proposed action. Mead underlines the 
fact that this internalized conversation allows men to bring the 
future into the act, as opposed to language-less animals who must 
respond rather immediately and directly to present stimuli. Hu- 
man thought involves the pointing-out of meanings to one’s self 
and thus requires a self-conscious actor—one who can delay overt 
action while he surveys the meanings and consequences of pro- 
posed acts in terms of others’ probable responses. In the end, the 
person can put a number of responses together in unique combi- 
nation—a very complex act indeed. This is Mead’s elaboration of 
the much simpler notion of the act-with-duration discussed in 
earlier selections. 

The organization of responses requires an actor who also acts 
toward himself: one must be simultaneously his own subject and 
object. Mead asks how this is possible, and he again answers by 
looking at the communicative process. What is necessary to be- 
come an object to self is that the individual step outside himself, 
so to speak, and look back at himself. Mead, following numerous 
genetic psychologists, notes that the infant cannot do this. He 
suggests some general steps in learning to take others’ roles to- 
ward self. The most important is when the child learns not only to 
assume multiple position vis-a-vis himself but to organize these 
positions into a system. Childhood games, Mead suggests, are 
among the situations in which the child acquires the ability to do 
this. This generalized system of attitudes is termed the “general- 
ized other” (Mead’s best-known term). 

The generalized other is society’s representative in the indi- 
vidual. In the absence of others, the individual can yet organize 
his behavior with regard to his conception of their related atti- 
tudes. Hence the generalized other is closely linked, in Mead’s 
discussion, both with self-control and with social control. 

Mead says this in yet another way by setting the “me” 
against the “I” as two responding sides of the self. The “me” is 


the controlling, limiting, societal side of the person. The “I” is 
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the impulsive side of behavior, upon which the “me” makes a 
judgment after the person acts—immediately after, or long after, 
or many times after. The “I” is never completely predictable; 
one may surprise one’s self. Hence it is the “I”? which introduces 
novelty and creativeness into the situation. Action which surprises 
self can be exciting as well as disturbing. Like the scientist’s new 
solution, it can change what formerly was taken for granted. Con- 
sistently, Mead asserts that this novel behavior, and its assess- 
ment, occurs within large social contexts and reacts back upon 
those contexts. Everyone makes some contribution toward chang- 
ing his community. 

This socialized individualism is pursued further by Mead. In- 
sofar as each individual participates in different groups, or par- 
ticipates in identical groups in different ways, it follows that no 
man’s “me’s” are identical with any other man’s. This gives 
ample leeway for an emphasis upon individuality within worlds 
of common symbolization. In the sections dealing more specifi- 
cally with society, the relationships between individual and ideal 
communality are further discussed. 

In Part VIII, some of Mead’s views of Comte, Cooley, and 
Bergson can be read. We find him noting with approval, for in- 
stance, Comte’s conviction that “we must advance from the study 
of society to the individual rather than from the individual to 
society.” But Mead also criticizes the earlier positivistic concep- 
tions of scientific method held by Comte and his contemporary 
Mills, because of their misunderstanding of perception and the 
possibilities of novelty raised by perception. Mead appreciates the 
work of his own contemporary, Cooley, on the nature of the self, 
but believes that Cooley never quite freed himself from a depend- 
ence upon biological explanation: his conception of self was not 
sufhciently social. Bergson’s emphasis upon novelty and the ex- 
citing possibilities of life are lauded by Mead, but his own empha- 
sis upon science and rationality leads him to point a critical finger 
at Bergson’s reliance upon irrationality. 

In “History and the Experimental Method,” Mead suggests 
that the past—historical or otherwise—is significant not in itself 
but in relation to present and future action. There is no single 
past to be recaptured in its pure essence, only a past reconstructed 
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from within a current frame of reference. There are thus as many 
pasts as there are perspectives. This statement of the noble office 
of the historian is another version of the hypothesis that remem- 
bering is an active process, reconstructive and highly selective. 
Other psychologists have investigated memory from this same 
viewpoint. What Mead adds is that remembering is always part of 
larger acts; from this follows his discussion of social movements 
and their reconstruction—even construction of their own pasts. 

Finally, in the excerpts on “time” from Philosophy of the 
Present, we see Mead thinking with great originality and express- 
ing himself with unusual felicity and brilliance. With character- 
istic emphasis upon emergence, he argues that reality is always 
in the present, that the past refers to “that conditioning phase of 
the passing present which enables us to determine conduct with 
reference to the future which is also arising in the present,” and 
that “the novelty of every future demands a novel past.” Mead 
links particular presents with particular social acts in which one 
is engaged; so that what he terms “functional presents,” rather 
than “specious presents,” are the important phenomena, linked 
as they are with the social enterprises in which individuals are 
engaged, Mead’s most brilliant elaboration of temporality as 
genuine possibility is found, perhaps, in the selection titled “The 
Objective Reality of Perspectives.” Here he reviews and criticizes 
Whitehead’s notion of an organization of perspectives, carrying 
the notion one step further by relating that organization to social 
organization itself, via conceptions already encountered by the 
reader in excerpts from Mind, Self, and Society. 

Mead’s elaboration of his ideas about temporality was abrupt- 
ly ended by his unexpected death. Since those ideas are among 
his best, they ought to be more widely known. They might help us 
all fly a little further and higher.” 


Il In this edition of Mead’s writings, occasional minor changes have 
been made for clarity. Much of the original publication drew upon stu- 
dents’ notes or unpublished papers, whose punctuation and grammar left 
something to be desired. The changes in this edition consist mainly of 
repunctuation or additional punctuation, of occasional correction of 
grammar, and of infrequent rephrasing or pinpointing of referent. Readers 
who wish to quote Mead in the original must, therefore, check with the 
original. 


Part I 


EVOLUTION BECOMES 


A GENERAL IDEA 


PassIncG as we have from Kant to the Romantic idealists, 
we proceed from a conception of static forms which are original- 
ly given, and which serve as the whole basis of Kant’s transcen- 
dental philosophy, to an idea of the development of the forms 
through a process, an evolutionary process. Kant conceived of the 
basic forms of the world as being given in the character of the 
mind itself. The forms of space and time—given in the sensibil- 
ity; the forms of the understanding—given in the categories; and 
the forms of the reason, are all there in advance of experience. If 
the object, as such, arises under Kant’s doctrine, it is because of 
certain contents of the sensibility passing into these forms. That 
is what makes it an object. It is not an object for our cognitive 
experience unless it has these forms that give it its reality. Sen- 
suous experience itself, unless it takes on some form, has no 
meaning, no reality; it cannot be known except insofar as the 
experiences have some form. And in the Kantian doctrine, the 
form is given in advance. This is what Kant expressed in terms 
of the “transcendental logic,” the term “transcendental” meaning 


First published in Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century, ed. 
Merritt H. Moore (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936), pp. 
153-68. 
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the logical pre-existence of the form to the object. This concept, 
you see, belongs to pre-evolutionary days. The logical pre-exist- 
ence of the form to the object cannot be stated in terms of 
process; therefore it falls outside of evolutionary ideas. In order 
that there might be an object there, Kant, as over against the 
empiricists, said that the form must be there originally, in ad- 
vance. The latter undertook to show how an object might arise 
out of the mere association of different states of consciousness. 
Kant insisted that, in order for there to be an object, the form 
must be there first. 

But the Romantic idealists changed all that. For them, the 
forms arose in the very process of experience, in the process of 
overcoming antinomies, overcoming obstacles. We are responsi- 
ble for the forms. In other words, we have, in experience, not a 
pouring of the characters of our sensibility—colors, sounds, 
tastes, odors—into certain fixed forms, but a process of experi- 
ence in which these very forms arise. Logic, as the romanticists 
conceived of it, was a dynamic, not a static, affair—not a simple 
mapping-out of judgments which we can make because of the 
forms which the mind possesses, but a process in which these 
very forms themselves arise. 

The process of experience, according to these idealists, creates 
its own forms. Now this has a very abstruse sound, of course; 
but what I want to call your attention to’is that it is nothing but 
an abstract statement of the principle of evolution. These Roman- 
tic idealists were undertaking in the field of philosophical specu- 
lation what Darwin and Lamarck were undertaking in the field of 
organic phenomena at the same period. What the Romantic ideal- 
ists, and Hegel in particular, were saying, was that the world 
evolves, that reality itself is in a process of evolution. 

This was a different point of view from that which character- 
ized the Renaissance science of which I have previously spoken. 
This Renaissance science started off with just as simple elements 
as it could. It started with mass and motion. And Newton defined 
“mass” first as a quantity of matter; but, as that involved a con- 
ception of density and there was no way of telling just how dense 
your matter was, he had to get another definition. And he found 


Evolution Becomes a General Idea 5 


it in terms of inertia, that is, the response which a body offers to a 
change of state in either its rest or its motion. If you want to 
measure the mass of a body, you measure its inertia. You see how 
much force is necessary to set it going, and so forth. And in that 
way you measure its mass, so that mass is really measured in 
terms of accelerations, that is, accelerations that you add to mo- 
tions of a body. We come back to these simple conceptions of 
mass and motion; but we really define our mass in terms of cer- 
tain sorts of motion, that is, velocities and accelerations. With 
these very simple conceptions the physicist undertook to build up 
a theory of the world. Newton gave the simple laws of mass and 
motion, and then, on the basis of mathematics, worked out an 
entire mechanics, which up to within a very short time has been 
the classical theory of the physical world. On the basis of this 
physical theory, there is just so much motion; there is just so 
much mass; there is just so much energy in the universe. When 
the system was more fully worked out, as it was in the nineteenth 
century, the principles of the conservation of energy were added 
to those of Newton, although they were implied in his system any- 
way. 

Now, such a world as this is made up simply of physical par- 
ticles in ceaseless motion. That is all there is to it. We speak of 
the different objects about us—trees, houses, rivers, mountains— 
all varied, all part of the infinite variety of nature—but what this 
science does is to break them up into ultimate physical particles, 
molecules, atoms, electrons, and protons. The object is nothing 
but a congeries of these; and, as already stated, the relationship 
between the particles in one object and in another object are just 
as real and just as important as the relations found between the 
particles within any single object itself. For you, the tree is some- 
thing that exists by itself. When it has been cut down, it is so 
much lumber. The stump continues to exist as a thing by itself. 
And yet, from the point of view of mechanical science, the rela- 
tionship between atoms and electrons in the stump of the tree 
with those in the star Sirius is just as real as the relations existing 
between the electrons in the trunk of the tree. The trunk is not an 
object there because of the physical definition that you give to it. 
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Every field of force that surrounds every electron is related to 
every other field of force in the whole universe. We cut our ob- 
jects out of this world. The mechanical world reduces to a mass 
of physical particles in ceaseless motion. So far as such a world 
can be said to have any process of its own, it is that which is 
represented in the term “entropy.” 

With the appearance of steam engines, people tried to work 
out the theory of them. And a Frenchman, Sadi Carnot, had the 
happy idea of thinking of the heat which was responsible for the 
formation of steam as flowing downhill through different degrees 
of temperature. When the steam was hot, its expansive power was 
great; and then, as it lost heat, it lost its power to expand. As it 
flowed down the hill of temperature, it lost its power. Of course, 
energy is not lost in the universe. It is just dispatched into sur- 
rounding objects. Thus, Carnot was able to work out a theory of 
steam engines which hinged upon this knowledge of energy flow- 
ing down a temperature hill. You put your piston rod into this 
stream, and it will work the engine; but when it is at the bottom of 
the hill, it can do no more work. The mill cannot be turned by 
water that has passed. Well, now, this presented a picture of the 
whole universe as just a congeries of atoms in the sort of motion 
that was called heat. When you set any sort of motion going, you 
know that you use up energy by friction in some way or other 
and that you produce heat. The whole universe seems to be run- 
ning down toward a condition in which this motion will be evenly 
distributed through the entire universe. All manifestations of 
energy are due to the fact that they are on high levels, so to 
speak; but, given time enough, in the course of millions of years, 
everything will get evened out and all the particles will be in a 
fairly quiescent condition, with a slight, even motion of a Brown- 
ian sort distributed throughout the whole universe. That is the 
conception of entropy. That is the goal of the universe, if it has 
one, in which there will be some kind of energy evenly distributed 
throughout. We can be very thankful that we do not exist at that 
time. Of course, we could not exist then in any meaningful sense. 
That mechanical conception which science presents has no future 
—or a very dark one, at best. Not dark in the sense of catastro- 
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phies, for those are always exciting; but dark in the very monot- 
ony of the picture. The conception of entropy is anything but ex- 
citing. Such a universe would answer only to an infinite sense of 
ennui. 

The scientific conception, the mechanical conception, of the 
world did not seem to be one that gave any explanation to the 
form of things. As I have said, science does not justify us in tak- 
ing a tree, a plant, an animal, or a house as separate objects by 
themselves. As we know, from the scientific standpoint there is no 
difference between life and death—simply a shifting of energies. 
From the scientific standpoint, the forms of things have no real 
significance. Of course, if you start off with a certain thing, given 
a certain form, you can use scientific technique to analyze it; but 
your abstract mechanical science, that to which Newton gave 
form, does not account for any object, does not account for the 
acceptance of one object rather than another. 

It was Kant who took the first step toward a theory of the 
heavenly bodies. He was very devoted to the mechanical science 
of his period; but his imagination carried him a step farther, and 
he tried to conceive how the present form of the heavens might 
have arisen out of earlier forms. His statement was one that really 
got its scientific formulation in Laplace’s conception of the solar 
system as a great nebula, intensely hot to begin with and which 
gradually cooled down. Kant had to assume a whirling nebula 
which cooled down and resulted in a series of rings moving about 
the center as it condensed, gradually developing into a system of 
bodies of unspecific form. The velocity of the bodies on the out- 
side of the system would keep them from moving in toward the 
center, and out of these rings the planets would arise. That is the 
suggestion which Laplace took from Kant and made into an ex- 
planation of the way in which the solar system arose. This was 
the first step toward a theory of the evolution of the heavens. 

But what I now want to present is something different from 
this picture which mechanical science gives of the universe. It is 
an attempt to state an object in a certain form and to show how 
that form might arise. When you think of it, that is the title of 
Darwin’s book, The Origin of Species, “species” being nothing 


8 PART I 


but the Latin word for form. What is the origin of these forms of 
things? Mechanical science does not offer any explanation of 
them. Anyway, from the point of view of mechanical science, the 
form has no meaning. All that this science says about a particular 
form is that in referring to a certain object you are isolating a 
certain group of physical particles, taking them off by them- 
selves. Really, they are related to all physical particles. But the 
universe that we know is more than particles. It is a world of 
forms. Now, the question is: Where do these forms come from? 
Certain of the principal forms, Kant said, come from the very 
structure of our own minds. The theology of the period said the 
forms of animals and plants go back to a creative fiat of God. He 
gave the earth its form and all the stellar bodies their forms and 
their motions, as well as those of the plants and animals. And that, 
of course, was the point from which the descriptive sciences of 
the time—biology, botany, and zodlogy—started. They assumed 
species of plants and animals which had been created by God 
when he made the earth. 

What Darwin undertook to show was that some of these forms 
must conceivably have arisen through natural processes. But how 
could the forms as such have arisen? Mechanical science could 
not explain them, because, from the point of view of mechanical 
science, form does not exist. There are only two objects—one the 
world as a whole and the other the ultimate physical particles out 
of which it is made. All the other so-called objects are objects that 
our perception cuts out. That is, we distinguish the chair from the 
table and ignore the relations between them because we want to 
move them about, we want to sit on the one and write on the 
other. For our purposes, then, we distinguish them as separate 
objects. Actually, they attract each other as physical particles, 
parts of a single, all-inclusive electromagnetic field. The forms 
are not explained by the mechanical science of the period. The 
biological and other sciences—such as cosmology, astronomy— 
all explained certain forms which they found, insofar as they did 
account for them, by saying that they were there to begin with. 
And even Kant assumes that the forms of the mind are there to 
begin with. 
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Now the movement to which I am referring, under the term 
“theory of evolution,” is one which undertakes to explain how 
the forms of things may arise. Mechanical science cannot explain 
that. It can break up forms, analyze them into physical particles; 
but it cannot do more than that. Biological science and astronomi- 
cal science both start with certain forms as given. For example, 
Laplace’s conception is of rapidly revolving, hot nebular bodies 
which were present to start with. Biological science started with 
certain living forms; geology, with definite types and forms of 
rocks. These sciences classify things in accordance with the forms 
that are found. But they do not generally undertake to show how 
the forms arise. There is, of course, the science of the growing 
form, embryology. But this is a recent science. It accounts for the 
way in which the adult arises out of the embryo. The older theory 
of biology assumed the form already there; it even conceived of a 
complete man as given in the very cells from which the form of 
the embryo developed. The assumption was that the form was 
there as a precondition of what one finds. This is Aristotelian 
science. It is also essentially Kantian. We have seen how we con- 
ceived of the forms of the mind as given as the precondition of 
our experience. 

Now, Lamarckian and Darwinian evolution undertook to 
show how, by a certain process, forms themselves might come 
into being, might arise. Starting with the relatively formless, how 
could one account for the appearance of forms? Lamarck started 
with the hypothesis that every activity of the form altered the 
form itself, and the form then handed on the change to the next 
generation. As a picturesque example, assume that the progeni- 
tors of the giraffe wanted, or had, to feed off the leaves of trees, 
and so stretched their necks. They handed this stretched neck on 
to their longer-necked offspring. The inheritance of so-called “ac- 
quired characteristics” was Lamarck’s suggestion to account for 
the appearance of forms. He assumed, as did Darwin, that you 
start with relatively formless protoplasm, and went on to show 
the process by means of which forms might arise from that which 
was relatively formless. 

We were discussing Romantic idealism, and we pointed out 
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that it was a development or an expression of the spirit of evolu- 
tion, of the definite entrance of the idea of evolution into Western 
thought. Indeed, we spoke of Hegel’s philosophy as a “philosophy 
of evolution.” This highly abstruse, speculative movement is 
simply a part of this general movement toward the discovery of the 
way in which the forms of things arise, of origins. As a scientific 
undertaking, it was not aided by the physical science of the time. 
It had to make its own way, and this it did to an amazing extent. 
In later generations it became a guiding idea in practically all 
investigations. 

I mentioned earlier the distinction between the conception of 
evolution that belonged to the older, ancient thought which got 
its classical expression in the Aristotelian doctrine and the evo- 
lutionary theory of this period. The Aristotelian evolution was the 
development of the so-called form, the nature of the thing which 
was already present. It presupposed the existence of the form as 
something that was there. In this conception, a metaphysical 
entity was thought of which existed in and directed the develop- 
ment of the form. The species—which is the Latin word for the 
Greek term “form”—was actually conceived of as a certain nature 
that supervised the development of the seed of the embryo into 
the normal adult form. Under the conception of Christian theol- 
ogy this form was thought of as existing first in the mind of God, 
then as appearing in the plants and animals and various other 
objects that he created, and finally as arising in our minds as 
concepts. The form, however, was not thought of exactly in the 
Aristotelian sense as existing in advance, as being an entelechy, 
the nature of the object existing in advance of the actual animal 
or plant. 

The difference between that conception of evolution and the 
modern conception is given, as I have already pointed out, in 
the very title of Darwin’s book, The Origin of Species, that is, 
the origin of forms. It is an evolution of the form, of the nature, 
and not an evolution of the particular animal or plant. What this 
theory is interested in is the evolution of the nature of the object, 
of the form, in a metaphysical sense. It is this which distinguishes 
the later theory of evolution from the former, namely, that the 
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actual character of the object, the form or the nature itself, should 
arise instead of being given. 

As you may remember, Darwin got the suggestion for his 
hypothesis from Malthus’ doctrine of population. This was an 
attempt to show the relationship which exists between population 
and the food supply, and what effect this relationship may have 
on the future of the race. Of course, Malthus’ statement was 
greatly disturbed by the introduction of machine production; this 
upset many of his calculations, if not the theory as a whole. Yet, 
it is interesting as an attempt to state in definite ways what the 
experience of the race will be in the light of a single factor in its 
environment, that is, the food supply. 

Darwin became very much interested in this problem, and it 
led him to undertake to explain certain variations which take 
place in forms as being due to the pressure of population. In 
nature there are always more forms born into the world, more 
plants and animals, than can possibly survive. There is a constant 
pressure which would lead to the selection of those variants which 
are better adapted to the conditions under which they must live. 
This process of the culling-out of these better adapted forms 
would, in time, lead to the appearance of new forms. What lies 
back of this conception is the idea of a process, a life-process, 
that may take now one, and now another, form. The thing of 
importance is that there is a distinction made between this life- 
process and the form that it takes. This was not true of the earlier 
conception. In it, the life-process was thought of as expressed in 
the form; the form had to be there in order that there might be 
life. 

The idea of which I have just spoken I have referred to as 
Darwinian. The same idea lies back of the conception of Lamarck. 
He assumes a life-process which may appear in one form or an- 
other, but which is the same process whatever form it takes on. 
The particular form which it does assume depends upon the 
conditions within which this life-process is run. Thus we find the 
same fundamental life-process in plants and in animals—in the 
amoeba, in man, and in every form between. It is a process that 
starts in the separation of carbon and oxygen. These two, in the 
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form of carbon dioxide, exhaled by animals as a by-product of 
the assimilation of food, are found in water solution in plants as 
carbonic acid. Through the mediation of the action of chlorophy] 
and light this eventually becomes food, in the form of various 
sugars and starches. These starches are then carried to tissues that 
expend energy, that burn up and set free energy in the life of 
plant or animal, get rid of waste produucts, set up the means of 
reproduction, and so pass on from one plant or animal to another, 
from one generation to another. The essentials of that life-process 
are the same in all living forms. We find it in unicellular forms, in 
multicellular forms. The only difference is that in the case of the 
latter we find a differentiation of tissues to carry out various 
functions; we find different groups of cells that take up one of 
the phases of the life-process and specialize in that—the lungs 
take in air, oxygen; another group of cells becomes the means of 
the circulation of the blood; others take over the functions of 
ingestion, of locomotion, of secreting fluids that make digestion 
and reproduction possible. In other words, separate groups of 
cells carry on different parts of the life-process. The whole process, 
however, is the same as that which goes on in unicellular forms. 
That, you see, is involved in this conception of evolution—a life- 
process that flows through different forms, taking on now this 
form, now that. The cell, as a single entity in the whole, remains 
fundamentally what it was in the unicellular form. All living cells 
bathe in some fluid medium; those cells on the outside of us are 
dead. Living cells are those which are bathed in the fluids of the 
body, such as the blood or lymph. They are the only ones which 
are alive, and they carry over into the body some of the original 
sea from which our original unicellular existence migrated. These 
cells went from the surface to the bottom, and there multicellular 
forms arose. From the bottom of the sea to man, they had to 
bring this precious fluid in which alone cells can live. This was 
first found in plants. And animals then came and lived upon the 
plants; but the life-process has flowed through all and remains the 
same life-process. 

Given such a conception as this, it is possible to conceive of 
the form of the plant or the animal as arising in the existence of 
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the life-process itself. It is very important that we should get the 
conception of evolution that is involved in it and distinguish it 
from the earlier conception, especially if we are to understand 
the appearance of this conception in its philosophic form. We are 
concerned with a theory which involves a process as its funda- 
mental fact, and then with this process as appearing in different 
forms. 

Now, the Romantic idealists, who first developed a philosophy 
of evolution, came back, of course, to our experience of our- 
selves—that reflexive experience in which the individual realizes 
himself insofar as, in some sense, he sees himself and hears him- 
self. He looks in the glass and sees himself; he speaks and 
hears himself. It is the sort of situation in which the individual 
is both subject and object. But in order to be both subject and 
object, he has to pass from one phase to another. The self involves 
a process that is going on, that takes on now one form and now 
another—a _ subject-object relationship which is dynamic, not 
static, a subject-object relationship which has a process behind it, 
one which can appear now in this phase, now in that. 

To get the feeling for this Romantic idealism, one must be 
able to put himself in the position of the process as determining 
the form. And it is for this reason that I have said what I have 
in regard to evolution. That does not get us as deep into our ex- 
perience as the subject-object relationship does. Logically, it is of 
the same character, namely, a process in this case, a life-process, 
going on that takes now one form and now another. The process 
can be distinguished from the form; yet it takes place within the 
different forms. The same apparatus for digestion has to be there; 
the same apparatus for expiration, for circulation, and for the 
expenditure of energy have to be there for the life-process to go 
on; and yet this life-process may appear now with this particular 
apparatus and now with that. In your thought you can distinguish 
the process from the form. And yet you can see that there must 
be forms if the process is to take place. We have spoken of the 
unicellular animal as having no form in that sense. That statement 
is not entirely correct. We know that there is a high degree of 
organization of molecular structure in the cell itself. We can fol- 
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low it out in a vague sort of way. You cannot have a process 
without some sort of a structure; and yet the structure is simply 
something that expresses this process as it takes place now in one 
animal and now in another, or in plants as against animals. That 
life-process that starts off with carbon dioxide, with water and 
carbonic gas, goes on through plant and animal life and ends up 
as carbon dioxide, in the carbonic acid gas and water that we 
breathe out. That process is something we can isolate from the 
different organs in which it takes place, and yet it could not take 
place without some sort of organ. We can separate the process 
from particular organs by recognizing them in one or another 
animal, in one or another plant. But we could not have the process 
if there were not some structure given, some particular form in 
which it expresses itself. 

If, then, one is to make a philosophy out of this evolutionary 
movement, one must recognize some sort of process within which 
the particular form arises. In the biological world this process is 
a life-process, and it can be definitely isolated as the same process 
in all living forms, because in the scientific development of phys- 
ics and chemistry, as well as of physiology, we are able to find 
out what this life-process is, to think of the life-process apart from 
the particular form in which it goes on—to separate, in other 
words, such a function as the digestive process from the digestive 
tract itself; to be able to realize that the ferments essential to 
digestion, the breakdown of starches and proteins and the organi- 
zation, the synthesis, of these into organic products which the 
animal can assimilate, goes on in the amoeba, which has no 
digestive tract at all. The importance of the digestive tract is 
dependent upon the life of the particular group of cells that go 
to make up an animal. The problem presented to the animal form 
is the conversion of edible protoplasm, which is found in plants, 
into an assimilable form. The plant had to protect its fluid with 
cellulose. In order to get at the fluid, the animal has to be able 
to digest away the cellulose. Such an animal as the ox has to have 
a very complicated apparatus within itself; it sets up a whole 
series of bacteriological laboratories and brings into them micro- 
organisms that ferment the cellulose that surrounds the edible 
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protoplasm. The digestive tract of the animal is, then, an adapta- 
tion to the sort of food which these living cells feed upon. The 
animal has to have a structure which will enable it to get at the 
edible protoplasm itself. On the other hand, the tiger, which lives 
on the ox, has a rather simple assimilative problem on his hands. 
The ox has done the work, and the tiger can feed on his flesh. Of 
course, we are in the position of the tiger, except that we take 
the ox from the stockyards! The point is that our digestive sys- 
tem, like that of the tiger, can be much more simple than the 
ox’s. Our whole life-process is not devoted to digesting away 
cellulose that surrounds food. 

This indicates the way in which the form arises, so to speak, 
within the life-process itself. The form is dependent upon the 
conditions under which the life-process goes on. It is the same 
process, but it meets all sorts of difficulties. It has to have a partic- 
ular apparatus in order that it may meet each of these difficulties. 
Such a life-process as this, which is the same in all these forms, 
was entirely unknown to the ancient physiologist. He could look 
at the animal only from the outside. He could see what were the 
function of the mouth and the feet, of the various limbs and 
external organs; but he could not get inside the animal and dis- 
cover this process that was flowing on, that was taking on these 
different outer forms as the plant or animal needed a certain 
apparatus to enable it to live under certain conditions. It is essen- 
tial to science and to the philosophy of evolution that it should 
recognize as basic to all a certain process that takes place, and 
then that it should undertake to show the way in which the forms 
of things arise in the operation of this process. 

The question as to whether a Darwinian or Lamarckian hy- 
pothesis is to be accepted is not really of such great importance. 
The important thing about the doctrine of evolution is the recog- 
nition that the process takes now one form and now another, 
according to the conditions under which it is going on. That is 
the essential thing. One must be able to distinguish the process 
from the structure of the particular form, to regard the latter 
as being simply the organ within which a certain function takes 
place. If the conditions call for a certain type of organ, that organ 
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must arise if the form is to survive. If conditions call for an organ 
of another sort, that other sort of organ must arise. That is what 
is involved in the evolutionary doctrine. The acceptance of the 
Darwinian hypothesis is simply the acceptance of Darwin’s view 
that selection under the struggle for existence would pick out the 
organ which is necessary for survival. The heart of the problem 
of evolution is the recognition that the process will determine the 
form according to the conditions. If you look at the life-process 
as something which is essential in all forms, you can see that the 
outer structure which it takes on will depend upon the conditions 
under which this life-process runs on. 

Now, if you generalize this, make a philosophic doctrine out 
of it, you come back to some central process which takes place 
under different conditions; and the Romantic idealists undertook 
to identify this process, first of all, with the self—not-self process 
in experience, and then to identify this self{—not-self process with 
the subject-object process. They undertook to make these one and 
the same. The subject-object relationship is, from the philosoph- 
ical standpoint, and especially from the epistemological stand- 
point, the more fundamental one. But the self looms up very 
importantly here, as you can see, for it is a self that is a subject. 
As I pointed out above, the object was in some sense explained 
by the empiricist. If you are to put the object into the subject- 
object process, you have to find a subject that is involved in the 
presence of the object. The old doctrine assumed that the world 
was there and that human beings later came into it. In other 
words, according to this view, the object was there before the 
subject. The appearance of the subject seems to have been purely 
accidental, incidental. The object might just as well be there with- 
out the subject being there. But, what the Romantic idealists in- 
sisted upon is that you cannot have an object without a subject. 
You can see very well that you cannot have a subject without an 
object, that you cannot have a consciousness of things unless 
there are things there of which to be conscious. You cannot have 
bare consciousness which is not consciousness of something. Our 
experience of the self is one which is an experience of a world, of 
an object. The subject does involve the object in order that we 
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may have consciousness. But we do not as inevitably recognize 
that the subject is essential to there being an object present. Ac- 
cording to our scientific conception, the world has arisen through 
millions of years, only in the last moments of which have there 
been any living forms; and only in the last second of these mo- 
ments have there been any human forms. The world was there 
long before the subjects appeared. What the Romantic idealist 
does is to assume that for these objects to be present there must 
be a subject. In one sense this might be said to be reflecting the 
philosophical dogma that the world could not be present unless 
created by a conscious being. But this problem is something more 
profound than a philosophical dogma. It is the assumption that 
the very existence of an object, as such, involves the existence 
of a subject to which it is an object. 

Well, if we are to find an instance of that in which the object 
involves a subject, as well as the subject involving an object, we 
can come back to the self. The self can exist as a self only insofar 
as it is a subject. And significant objects can exist only as objects 
for a subject. We can see that the self-process of the Romantic 
idealists—this fusion of the two phases of experience, the self- 
experience on the one hand and the subject-object experience on 
the other hand—was one which enabled them to insist, not only 
that the subject involved an object, but also that the object in- 
volved a subject. This, then, was the central process for them: 
the self, the not-self, are expressions of a single process, and in 
this also is found the subject-object relationship in which both 
terms are always mutually involved. Just as there can be no self 
without a not-self, so there can be no subject without an object 
and vice versa. 

One more word about evolution. We have a statement of the 
human animal as having reached a situation in which he gets 
control over his environment. Now, it is not the human animal as 
an individual that reaches any such climax as that; it is society. 
This point is cogently insisted upon by Hegel, the last of the 
Romantic idealists. The human animal as an individual could 
never have attained control over the environment. It is a control 
which has arisen through social organization. The very speech 
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he uses, the very mechanism of thought which is given, are social 
products. His own self is attained only through his taking the 
attitude of the social group to which he belongs. He must become 
socialized to become himself. So when you speak of this evolution, 
of its having reached a certain climax in human form, you must 
realize that it reaches that point only insofar as the human form 
is recognized as an organic part of the social whole. Now, there 
is nothing so social as science, nothing so universal. Nothing so 
rigorously oversteps the points that separate man from man and 
groups from groups as does science. There cannot be any narrow 
provincialism or patriotism in science. Scientific method makes 
that impossible. Science is inevitably a universal discipline which 
takes in all who think. It speaks with the voice of all rational 
beings. It must be true everywhere; otherwise it is not scientific. 
But science is evolutionary. Here, too, there is a continuous 
process which is taking on successively different forms. It is this 
evolutionary aspect of science which is important in the philos- 
ophy of the contemporary French philosopher, Henri Bergson, 
whose work we will consider later. 


THE PROBLEM OF SOCIETY— 


HOW WE BECOME SELVES 


Wuat I have wanted to make evident is that science itself 
has been advancing at a great rate and has become conscious of 
its experimental method, which seemingly has been the source of 
its advance. It has been natural that philosophy should take these 
phases of the scientific advance as a basis for its interpretation of 
life, for science, as we know, is not a thing which exists by itself, 
even though it uses abstruse mathematical methods. It is an in- 
strument by means of which mankind, the community, gets con- 
trol over its environment. It is, in one sense, the successor to the 
early magic that undertook to control its environment by magical 
methods. It is a means of control. Science is something that enters 
into all the minutiae of life. We cannot brush our teeth without it. 
We cannot eat or drink without science coming in to tell us what 
should be eaten, what vitamins in the upper part of the alphabet 
ought to be used, how they can be obtained in the orange juice 
and the spinach that are on the menu. It tells us how to blow our 
noses and indicates with whom we may shake hands and whom 
we should avoid. There is hardly a point in life at which science 
does not tell something about the conduct that is an essential part 
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of our living. It is, in a way, independent of the community, of 
the community life. It goes on in separate institutions, in univer- 
sities that cloister themselves from the community, under sepa- 
rate foundations that demand that this work shall be entirely free 
so that the scientist may entertain whatever view he cares to hold, 
use whatever methods he has worked out. The scientist demands a 
freedom in his operations which is greater than that which anyone 
else in the community can demand. He seems to stand outside the 
community; and yet, as I have said, his statements, the directions 
which he gives, enter into the whole minutiae of social life. Soci- 
ety is feeling its dependence upon scientific method more and 
more, and will continue to do so if it is to go ahead intelligently. 
The control over community life in the past has been a control of 
situations. The control, as such, has been almost inevitably con- 
servative. It has preserved orders which have established them- 
selves as social habits that we call “institutions.” A conscious so- 
cial control has taken on this form: The law must be obeyed; the 
constitution must be honored; the various institutions such as the 
family, school, courts, must be recognized and obeyed; the order 
which has come down to us is an order which is to be preserved. 
And, whenever the community is disturbed, we always find this 
return to the fixed order which is there and which we do not want 
to have shaken. It is entirely natural and, in a certain sense, en- 
tirely justifiable. We have to have an order of society; and, when 
what is taking place shakes that order, we have no evidence that 
we will get another order to take the place of the present one. We 
cannot afford to let that order go to pieces. We must have it as a 
basis for our conduct. 

The first step consciously taken in advance of this position is 
that which grew out of the French Revolution, that which in a 
certain sense incorporated the principle of revolution into insti- 
tutions. That is, when you set up a constitution and one of the 
articles in it is that the constitution may be changed, then you 
have, in a certain sense, incorporated the very process of revolu- 
tion into the order of society. Only now it is to be an ordered, a 
constitutional revolution by such and such steps. But, in any case, 
now you can change the order of things as it is going on. 
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That is the problem of society, is it not? How can you present 
order and structure in society and yet bring about the changes 
that need to take place, are taking place? How can you bring 
those changes about in orderly fashion and yet preserve order? 
To bring about change is seemingly to destroy the given order, 
and yet society does and must change. That is the problem, to in- 
corporate the methods of change into the order of society itself. 
I do not mean to say that society has not always recognized that 
change could take place, but it did not undertake to find a proc- 
ess by means of which this should go on. It simply assumed that 
change was going to take place toward some fixed goal. If you are 
going to have a society in which everyone is going to recognize 
the interests of everybody else—in which the golden rule is to be 
the rule of conduct, that is, a society in which everyone is to make 
the interests of others his own interest, while actually each person 
seems to be pursuing his own interest—how can that goal be 
reached? It was assumed, of course, that this was to be done 
through a religious current, through a change in the heart of the 
individual. But in the last analysis that goal was to be reached in 
the world to come, not in this one. That was the religious solution. 
The order we find is one given by God for this world and must be 
preserved. The final perfect society was to be a New Jerusalem 
that belonged to another world. The religious goal was one of 
otherworldliness. We have other conceptions, councils of perfec- 
tion set up, such as that of a society in which you should bring 
liberty in the sense of everyone’s respecting the rights of every- 
one else, one’s liberty being in that sense only circumscribed by 
intrenching on others’ liberty. That is more or less an abstraction. 
To take a practical illustration, how are you to determine where 
the liberty of a man in the control of his property is to be re- 
stricted? He needs controlling. We will say that he, or rather a 
group of men, own shares in a railroad, and that they choose to 
deal with rates in a fashion which will serve their own interest. 
Well now, if they are to have complete control over their prop- 
erty, and then the community comes in and says that theirs is 
property of a different sort, that their acts must have the approval 
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of the community, how are we to determine where the restriction 
in the control of the property is to take place? 

How is society to find a method for changing its own institu- 
tions and still preserve the security of those institutions? That is 
the problem that presents itself in its most universal form. You 
want a society that is going ahead, not a fixed order, as the reli- 
gious solution would have it. You want a society that is pro- 
pressing. Progress has become essential to intelligent life. Now, 
how are we to get ahead and change those situations that need 
changing and yet preserve the security of them? You see this is 
an advance in which we cannot state the goal toward which we 
are going. We do not know what the goal is. We are on the way, 
but we do not know where. And yet we have to get some method 
of charting our progress. We do not know where the progress is 
supposed to terminate, where it is going. This is a seemingly in- 
soluble problem. 

Science does, in a sense, present the method for its solution. 
That is, it recognizes that progress is of the nature of the solution 
of a problem. What these problems present are inhibitions, the 
checking of conduct. And the solution of the problem stops this 
checking process, sets it free so that we can go on. The scientist is 
not looking ahead toward a goal and charting his movement to- 
ward that goal. That is not the function of the scientist. He is 
finding out why his system does not work, what difficulty in it is. 
And the test of his solution of the difficulty is that his system starts 
working again, goes on. Science is occupied with finding what 
the problems are that exist in the social process. It finds what the 
problems are, what processes have been definitely checked. Then 
it asks: How can things be so reconstructed that those processes 
which have been checked can be set going again? The illustra- 
tion which I have given from the field of hygiene is as good as 
any, but you can find similar illustrations elsewhere. 

Take, as another example, the social problem of recreation, 
with all the dangers that gather about its various forms, particu- 
larly about commercialized recreation. Shall we recognize the le- 
gitimacy of the expression of the play instinct, the freedom for 
the play one wants, when at the same time we recognize that dan- 
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gers go along with it? You do not set up an ideal form of recrea- 
tion. You find out what the dangers are, just what it is that finds 
expression in play, what the freedom is that is demanded there; 
and you see how you can combine the control or avoidance of 
danger with the freedom of expression. That is the sort of prob- 
lem we are meeting. We have to let freedom of activity go on, and 
yet dangers must be avoided. And what science does is to give a 
method for studying such situations. Again, on the social side, or 
on the biological side in dealing with questions of disease, we 
have the question of how we shall deal with these problems. As a 
further instance, take the question of crime. What are the condi- 
tions out of which crime itself springs? How, on the one hand, can 
you protect society against the criminal and yet, on the other 
hand, recognize those conditions which are responsible for the 
criminal himself? What procedure can you set up by means of 
which you can guard society against the criminal and at the same 
time protect the individual against unfair conditions under which 
he has been living? Here we have a series of clashing problems, 
and what we have to do is to get a way which will recognize that 
what we feel is essential in each, so that the problems can be ad- 
justed and the essential processes of life can go on. When we get 
such a method, we have the means for the solution of our prob- 
lems. Let me illustrate this further in the problem of juvenile 
crime, so-called. There we have a situation in which certain def- 
inite habits embodied in our institution of the court prove unsat- 
isfactory. The child is brought before the court by the police. The 
social habit left simply to itself would condemn the child to the 
penitentiary and thus make a confirmed criminal out of him. But 
it is possible to modify those habits by what we call the “scientific 
method.” 

What I wish to point out is that the scientific method is, after 
all, only the evolutionary process grown self-conscious. We look 
back over the history of plant and animal life on the face of the 
globe and see how forms have developed slowly by the trial-and- 
error method. There are slight variations that take place in the 
individual forms and occasional, more pronounced variations that 
we call “mutations.” Out of these, different forms gradually arise. 
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But the solution of the particular problem of an animal—the 
food problem, we will say—is one which may take thousands of 
years to solve in the gradual development of a certain form. A 
form which passes, for example, from the eating of meat to the 
eating of vegetables develops a type of stomach capable of han- 
dling this latter kind of food. Here we have a problem which is 
met gradually by the appearance of some form that does com- 
mence to develop an adjustment to the problem, and we can as- 
sume that from its progeny those particular forms will be selected 
which are adapted to such digestion. It is a problem which has to 
be met if there is to be development, and the development takes 
place by the seemingly incidental appearance of those forms 
which happen to be better able than others to meet the peculiar 
demands set up. If we put ourselves in the same place, there is the 
same problem. The food problem faces us as it does all other ani- 
mal forms. We have to get our food from both the vegetable and 
the animal kingdoms. But if it is a question of our being able to 
get the food that is shut up inside a cellulose covering, we do not 
wait through long periods until we develop stomachs which will 
be able to digest this substance. We work out a milling process by 
means of which we set free that which is digestible. That is, we 
solve the problem directly by what we call the “‘scientific method.” 
Food which we need is shut off from us by a cellulose covering. 
We work out a mechanism to get rid of this covering. There is an 
evolutionary problem made self-conscious. The problem is stated 
in a definite form; this, in turn, excites the imagination to the 
formation of a possible hypothesis which will serve as the solution 
of it; and then we set out to test the solution. 

The same process is found in social development, in the for- 
mation of great societies among both invertebrates and verte- 
brates, through a principle of organization. Societies develop, just 
as animal forms develop, by adjusting themselves to the problems 
that they find before them. They have food problems, problems of 
climate, just as individual animals do; but they meet them in a 
social fashion. When we reach the human form with its capacity 
for indicating what is important in a situation, through the proc- 
ess of analysis; when we get to the position in which a mind can 
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arise in the individual form, that is, where the individual can 
come back upon himself and stimulate himself just as he stimu- 
lates others; where the individual can call out in himself the atti- 
tude of the whole group; where he can acquire the knowledge that 
belongs to the whole community; where he can respond as the 
whole community responds under certain conditions when they 
direct this organized intelligence toward particular ends; we have 
this process which provides solutions for problems working in a 
self-conscious way. In it we have the evolution of the human mind 
which makes use directly of the sort of intelligence which has 
been developed in the whole process of evolution. It makes use of 
it by the direct method that we call “mental.” If one goes back to 
a primitive society, one finds the beginnings of the evolution of 
what we call “institutions.” Now these institutions are, after all, 
the habits of individuals in their interrelation with each other, the 
type of habit that is handed down from one generation to an- 
other. And we can study the growth of these habits as we can 
study the growth and behavior of an animal. 

That is where science comes in to aid society in getting a 
method of progress. It understands the background of these prob- 
lems, the processes out of which they have developed; and it has 
a method of attacking them. It states the problem in terms of 
checked processes; and then it has a test of the suggested solution 
by seeing whether those processes can continue or not. That is 
just as valuable—in a certain sense more valuable—a contribu- 
tion of science as any of its immediate results that we can gather 
together. This sort of method enables us to keep the order of soci- 
ety and yet to change that order within the process itself. It is a 
recognition that intelligence expresses itself in the solution of 
problems. That is the way in which evolution is taking place in 
the appearance of problems in life. Living forms have found them- 
selves up against problematic situations: their food gone, the cli- 
mate changed, new enemies coming in. The method which nature 
has followed, if we may speak so anthropomorphically, has been 
the production of variations until finally some one variation has 
arisen which has survived. Well, what science is doing is making 
this method of trial and error a conscious method. 
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Up to this period the so-called social sciences have been gath- 
ered about the more or less dogmatic theory of certain institu- 
tions. It was assumed that each institution stood upon certain 
rational doctrines, whether those of the family, the state, the 
church, the school, or the court. The early theory was that these 
institutions were established directly by God. The divine right of 
kings was simply the assertion that the state had as divine an ori- 
gin as the church; and it was assumed that God was also respon- 
sible for the ordering of the family and the other institutions. 
They all came back to a direct structure which was given to them. 
If the theories did not place this structure in divine ordinance, 
they brought it back to certain natures in the institutions them- 
selves. And it was assumed that you could work out the theory 
which would determine what the institutions ought to be. The de- 
velopment of evolutionary doctrine had as great an effect in this 
field as any it had in biology. Spencer, and others following im- 
mediately in his path, carried over the evolutionary theory into 
the development of human institutions. People went back to prim- 
itive societies, which at first were regarded as much more primitive 
than they were, and then undertook to show how, out of the life 
of these people, different institutions arose through a process of 
evolution. 

I pointed out earlier that a certain part of the stimulus which 
directed this thought came from the Hegelian movement. The 
Hegelian doctrine was in one sense an evolutionary one. At least 
it was particularly interested in the development of what we term 
“self-consciousness,” in the process of thinking where that arose. 
And it was the Hegelian thinkers who turned to the study of hu- 
man institutions, but they did so on the economic and the political 
side. On the economic side, we have the Marxian doctrine of the 
human institution in the economic process. On the political side, 
we have the development of the state, especially the city-state. 
Hegel’s son Karl was quite a notable author in the early study of 
the city-state, particularly of the way in which it developed. The 
whole study of so complex a dogmatic structure as the Roman 
law, for example, was brought back to an evolutionary considera- 
tion. Later, attention was directed toward social forms as social 
forms, apart from any dogmatic structure that lay behind them. 
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Take, again, the attitude of the community toward crime. On 
the evolutionary side, you go back to a situation, we will say, of 
blood vengeance. A man from one clan kills a man from another. 
Immediately there arises within the injured clan a man who is de- 
termined to revenge the death by killing someone from the other 
clan, and the next of kin sets out to kill the slayer. When he ac- 
complishes this, he sets up at once the need of vengeance on the 
part of the first group. Again, the next of kin goes out to slay in 
his turn. And this process goes on until, we will say, the clans are 
nearly exterminated. Well now, when clans were brought together 
in a tribe in order to defend themselves against other tribes, such 
a decimation of fighting members of the group became a serious 
matter, and the tribe came to consider how this problem could be 
met. A court was worked out in which vengeance took the form of 
paying a fine. And some sort of a court had to be constituted 
which should pass upon obligations. In this way a means was 
gradually built up of getting rid of blood vengeance. There you 
have an evolutionary process in which the court arises. 

When it is carried through and it becomes necessary to organ- 
ize society more exactly and fit the penalty more definitely to what 
is felt to be the character of the crime, there arise all the penalties 
which belong to a court of law. And we get the institution of 
criminal law which still carries over some of this sense of venge- 
ance which is to be enacted. There must be some suffering on the 
part of the man who has gone against the interests of the commu- 
nity, who has trespassed on the rights of others. In the older, 
medieval state the community was called together to witness the 
suffering of the individual who was being punished. The commu- 
nity thus got satisfaction out of the vengeance, particularly any 
specific individuals who were themselves injured by the so-called 
criminal. That element of vengeance demands that where some 
particularly outrageous crime has been committed, the commu- 
nity feels the need for somebody to suffer. And under such cir- 
cumstances it is difficult to get impartial justice. It becomes more 
important to the community that someone should suffer than that 
the specific individual should suffer. So in our criminal law we 
have this motive of exacting suffering, and we have a partially 
worked-out theory which states that where a person has commit- 
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ted a crime he should pay by a certain amount of suffering for the 
wrong he has done. If the wrong is great, he must suffer more 
than if it is a lesser wrong. So we inflict punishment by putting 
him in prison. If the sin is heinous, he is put in for ten or twenty 
years; if lighter, for perhaps only a few weeks or months. We fit 
the punishment to the crime. 

But we know that that process does not work at all. We have 
no such exactly measured sets of sufferings as to be able to put 
them accurately over against wrongs. When the sense of venge- 
ance has died down, we are not sure whether we want the other 
person to suffer at all. We want to get rid of crime. And so we 
change our theory from wanting the person to suffer for a wrong 
he has done to seeing that we keep him from doing the same 
wrong again. So we have retribution, not in the sense of venge- 
ance but as repression of crime itself. But you know how difficult 
it is to work those two motives together, trying to find out just 
how much repression of crime does take place through the action 
of the law. And when we come to juvenile offenses, we feel the 
situation should be approached from an entirely different stand- 
point. So we put aside criminal law, and we have the judge sitting 
with the boy or girl; we get members of the family, perhaps some 
person interested in social service, possibly the school teacher, 
and they all talk it over and try to find out just why what hap- 
pened did happen, and they attempt to’ discover some situation 
whereby the criminal can be put back into a social position and 
be kept from doing the sort of thing he has done in the past. Thus 
we try to get rid of crime by a social process. That parole system 
has been carried over from the juvenile court into the adult court. 
Very good results have been obtained where politics has not come 
in to corrupt the process. There we have the development of an 
institution from both ends. You can see how, out of the attitude of 
vengeance, the court itself has arisen, and then how, out of the 
operation of an institution of that sort, one having conflicting mo- 
tives in it, such as repression of crime on the one hand and a de- 
mand for vengeance on the other, that institution can be ap- 
proached from the standpoint of reinstating the individual in 
society. There is a social problem here, the problem of an indi- 
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vidual who has abused the rights of somebody else but whom we 
want to put back in the social situation so that he will not do it 
again. There we have the development of a social process by a 
real scientific method. 

We try to state the problem as carefully as we can. Here is a 
boy who has allied himself with a gang and has been carried away 
with the sense of adventure and has committed a burglary which 
could send him to the penitentiary for years. But that would be 
absurd. It would make a criminal out of him, and no good would 
be accomplished at all. It is very questionable whether it would 
even keep other boys from doing the same thing, for the sense of 
adventure makes the attitude of the criminal something attractive 
in itself. It is astonishing how, when we are somewhat relaxed by 
an attack of grippe or disease, we turn to criminal tales for our 
relief! If you go through the hospitals you will find such tales be- 
ing read in great quantities. The creation of crime taken in itself 
can be looked at from the point of view of adventure, especially 
for the adolescent. If you approach things scientifically, you can 
see what the attitude is. You can see that the boy has approached 
it from this attitule of adventure, does not realize its import; and 
if he is made to realize it, you can make a very good citizen in- 
deed out of him. What you want to do, then, is to state your so- 
cial situation in such a fashion that you can reconstitute the boy 
as a normal citizen, give him opportunities for play in which he 
can express his demand for adventure with a recognition of what 
the rights are that make a possibility of citizenship. That has to 
be brought home to him. He wants to be a citizen in the commu- 
nity, and he has to see that he must have the same respect for the 
rights of others that he claims for himself. And at the same time 
you must have a situation where the boy can lead a normal life. 
Work out specific hypotheses, and by means of them you may get 
the boy back into society again. 

Take any institution as such and look at it from the stand- 
point of evolution, the way in which that is determined in society, 
and then you can see the development in society itself of a tech- 
nique which we call the “scientific technique,” but it is a tech- 
nique which is simply doing consciously what takes place natu- 
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rally in the evolution of forms. I have been pointing out that the 
process of evolution is one that meets such a problem as that of 
blood vengeance, where members of the tribe are at work killing 
each other as fast as they can. And the community works out 
there—in a somewhat bungling fashion, if you like—a court 
which undertakes to meet this situation. It becomes established, 
acquires a dogmatic structure, holds on to motives which be- 
longed to the earlier situation. But finally we see the situation as 
one in which we try to do with self-consciousness what took place 
by a process of evolution. That is, we try to state the problem with 
reference to a particular child; we want to see what can be done 
toward bringing together what was a healthful expression of ad- 
venture on the part of the boy with rights which he himself claims. 
So the juvenile court represents a self-conscious application of the 
very process of evolution out of which the courts themselves arose. 

What I am trying to do is to connect this entire evolutionary 
process with social organization in its most complex expression, 
and as that within which arise the very individuals through whose 
life-process it works, giving birth to just such elements as are in- 
volved in the development of selves. And, as I have said, the life- 
process itself is brought to consciousness in the conduct of the 
individual form, in his so-called self-consciousness. He gets a 
much more effective control over his environment than the ox can 
get over its. The process is one in which, in a certain sense, con- 
trol is within his own grasp. If you think of it, the human being 
as a social form actually has relatively complete control over his 
environment. The animal gets a certain slight kind of control over 
its environment; but the human form, in societies, can determine 
what vegetation shall grow, what animals shall exist besides it- 
self; it can control its own climate, erect its own buildings. It has, 
in a biological sense, complete control over its own environment. 
That is, it has attained to a remarkable degree an end which is 
implied in the whole living process—the control by the form of 
the environment within which it lives. To a degree human society 
has reached that goal. 

It has often been pointed out, of course, that evolution does 
not reach any goal. The concept means simply the adaptation of a 
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form to a certain environment. But adaptation is not simply the 
fitting of the form into the environment, it carries with it some 
degree of control over that environment. And in the case of the 
human form, of human society, we have that adaptation express- 
ing itself in a very high degree of control. Of course, we cannot 
change the chemical and physical structure of things, but we can 
make them over into those forms that we ourselves need and 
which are of value to us. That is possible for us; and, as I have 
said with reference to the question of food and to the question of 
climatic influences, we can in a very large degree determine that 
control. So there is, within limits, a development toward complete 
adaptation where that adaptation expresses itself in control over 
the environment. And in that sense I think we can fairly say that 
human organization, as a social organization, does exercise con- 
trol and has reached a certain goal of development. 

Well now, this social process I have been sketching in these 
broad strokes has become of increasing interest to reflective 
thought throughout this whole period. Of course, to some extent it 
has always been of essential interest to man in the social situation 
in which he lives. What I am referring to specifically is the char- 
acter of the social organism—its organization, its history, and the 
conditions under which it can be controlled. The statement of the 
functions of the different parts of the social organism is that study 
which we have in a so-called “social science,” and more particu- 
larly in sociology. This had its inception in the thought of Comte, 
and then was enriched by the idea of evolution as brought in by 
Spencer. From that time on, the attempt to understand human 
society as an organization has been of increasing interest to the 
Western world. Men have been trying to see the habits out of 
which society has arisen, to find out under what conditions it op- 
erates, and how problems that arise in it can be definitely con- 
trolled. This involves looking at human institutions from the 
standpoint I have suggested, that is, as social habits. 

While during the century there has been this increased inter- 
est in the study of the social organization, there has been a corre- 
sponding interest in the experience of the individual. Part of this 
is due to our scientific attitude. As we have seen, it is the unique 
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experience of the scientist that presents the problem, and it is in 
the mind of the scientist that the hypothesis arises. It is not only 
in the scientist as such that this uniqueness of the experience has 
been recognized as of importance. After all, the scientist is simply 
making a technique out of human intelligence. His method is the 
same as that of all intelligent beings, even though it involves a 
simple rendering in self-consciousness of the whole process of evo- 
lution. That in the experience of all individuals which is peculiar 
to the individual, that which is unique in his experience, is of im- 
portance, and what the last century increasingly recognized was 
the importance of these unique individual experiences. 

The emotional side of these experiences, as we know, registers 
itself in the folk poetry, in the lyric expression of the self—a reg- 
istration of values from the point of view of the individual. There 
have always been some neat ways of scientific observation, al- 
though accurate presentation of it belongs really to the Modern 
world, that world which has grown up since the period of the 
Renaissance. But what I am particularly calling attention to is the 
interest we have in that which is peculiar to the individual as it is 
revealed in our literature, in our journals, and in our newspapers. 
The curious thing about the newspaper is that it records happen- 
ings to individual persons; and it assumes that it is of interest to 
us to know that a certain individual at a certain time was run over 
by an automobile or that a certain person fell down, hurt himself 
in such and such a way, and that John or Jane has had such and 
such an experience in such a place. It is curious to note the inter- 
est that centers about individuals, and the assumption that the 
world at large will be interested in these happenings. 

Well now, what I want to connect with this journalese interest 
in happenings to particular individuals is the character of our 
literature, not simply in its lyric poetry, where the emotion of the 
individual is presented so that it can be handed on to others, but 
particularly in our novels and the drama. In these we have this 
interest in the experience of the individual presented as it has 
been during the last century because it does answer some very 
profound interest on the part of all the individuals who take up 
their morning and evening papers, who read all sorts of stories 
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and novels, go to movies, listen to the radio, get those experiences 
of other individuals which, as I say, have an interest for us which 
is rather astonishing when one just stands off and looks at the sit- 
uation. They seem to be so unrelated. We seem to be interested 
in just a particular occurrence. We speak of it as sensational and 
perhaps are apt to regard it as an attitude not entirely helpful on 
our part when we are interested in this fashion. 

What is the import of this interest? I wanted to bring this up 
in sharp contrast to what I am going to develop later, that is, that 
the human self arises through its ability to take the attitude of the 
group to which he belongs—because he can talk to himself in 
terms of the community to which he belongs and lay upon him- 
self the responsibilities that belong to the community; because he 
can recognize his own duties as against others—that is what con- 
stitutes the self as such. And there you see what we have empha- 
sized, as peculiar to others, that which is both individual and 
which is habitual. The structure of society lies in these social hab- 
its, and only insofar as we can take these social habits into our- 
selves can we become selves. 

We speak of this interest on the emotional side as “sympathy” 
—-passing into the attitude of the other, taking the role of the 
other, feeling the other’s joys and sorrows. That is the effective 
side of it. What we call the “intellectual side,” the “rational side,” 
is the recognition of common stimuli, of common emotions which 
call out responses in every member of the group. And insofar as 
one indicates this common character to others, he indicates it to 
himself. In this way, of course, by taking the attitude of the oth- 
ers in the group in their co-operative, highly complex activity, the 
individual is able to enter into their experiences. The engineer is 
able to direct vast groups of individuals in a highly complex proc- 
ess. But in every direction he gives, he takes the attitude of the 
person whom he is directing. It has the same meaning to him that 
it has to others. We enter thus into the attitudes of others, and so 
make our very complex societies possible. This development of a 
form that is able so to communicate with others that it takes on 
attitudes of those in the group, that it talks to itself as it talks to 
others, that imports into its own life this conversation and sets up 
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an inner forum in which it works out the process that it is going 
to carry on, and so brings it to public consideration with the 
advantage of that previous rehearsing, is all important. Some- 
times we find that we can best think out an argument by suppos- 
ing that we are talking to somebody who takes one particular 
side. We have an argument to present, and we think how we will 
present it to that individual. And as soon as we present it, we 
know that he would reply in a certain way. Then we reply in a 
certain fashion to him. Sometimes it is easier to carry out such a 
conversation by picking out a particular protagonist we know. In 
that way in the night hours we are apt to go through distressing 
conversations we have to carry out the next day. That is the proc- 
ess of thought. It is taking the attitude of others, talking to other 
people, and then replying in their language. That is what consti- 
tutes thinking. 

Of course, conditions are different in a human society from 
simpler situations. 1 was pointing out the difference between a 
human society and a society of invertebrates. The principle of or- 
ganization is not that of physiological plasticity, not that of hold- 
ing the form itself physiologically to its particular function; it is 
rather the principle of organization as found in the form of hu- 
man intercommunication and participation. It is what the human 
individual puts into the form of significant symbols through the 
use of gestures. He is then able to place himself in the attitude of 
others, particularly into just such attitudes as those I have spoken 
of as human institutions. If institutions are social habits, they rep- 
resent certain definite attitudes that people assume under certain 
given social conditions. So that the individual, insofar as he does 
take the role of others, can take the habitual attitude of the com- 
munity against such social situations as these. 

As I have pointed out, he does this in the process of indicating 
to others the important elements in a situation, pointing out those 
elements which are of importance in the social process, in a situa- 
tion that represents one of these social habits, such as the family 
situation—one that involves the rights of different individuals in 
the community, such as a political situation. What the individual 
does is to indicate what the important characters in a co-operative 
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process are. He indicates this to other members of the commu- 
nity; but as we shall see, especially in the case of vocal gestures, 
he indicates it to himself as to others; and just insofar as he does 
indicate it to himself as to others, he tends to call out in himself 
the same attitude as in others. There is a common attitude, that is, 
one which all assume under certain habitual situations. Through 
the use of language, through the use of the significant symbol, 
then, the individual does take the attitude of others, especially 
these common attitudes, so that he finds himself taking the same at- 
titude toward himself that the community takes. This is what gives 
the principle of social control, not simply the social control that 
results from blind habit, but a social control that comes from the 
individual assuming the same attitude toward himself that the 
community assumes toward him. In a habitual situation everyone 
takes a certain attitude insofar as the habit is one which all have 
taken, that is, insofar as you have “institutions.” If, now, the in- 
dividual calls out this attitude in others by a gesture, by a word 
which affects himself just as it affects others, then he will call out 
the same attitude in himself that he calls out in others. In this way 
he will be acting toward himself as others act toward him. He will 
admonish himself as others would. That is, he will recognize what 
are his duties as well as what are his rights. He takes the attitude 
of the community toward himself. This gives the principal method 
of organization which, as I have said, we can study from the 
standpoint of a behavioristic psychology, a method which belongs 
to human society and distinguishes it from social organizations 
which one finds among ants and bees and termites. There one finds 
societies that run up into the millions; and we find these as finely 
organized as human societies are, and so organized that individ- 
uals’ lives are largely determined by the life-process of the whole. 
We get far more complex and intricate organization, of course, in 
human society than among the invertebrates. This principle to 
which I have referred—organization through communication and 
participation—makes an almost indefinite organization possible. 
Now the study of the way in which this organization takes place, 
the history of it, the evolution of it, is what has been opened up to 
the human mind in the last century. We now see the way in which 
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out of a primitive group there can gradually arise the very highly 
organized societies of the present day. We can study that process 
in the evolution of institutions, and we can see how that process 
is modified or may be modified in the presence of problematic sit- 
uations. 

This evolution also takes place in human society, but here it 
takes place not through physiological plasticity, not through the 
development of peculiar physiological functions on the part of the 
separate individuals. It takes place through the development of 
what has been referred to on the logical side as a universe of dis- 
course. That is, it takes place through communication and par- 
ticipation on the part of the different individuals in common ac- 
tivities. It takes place through the development of significant 
symbols. It is accomplished almost entirely through the develop- 
ment of vocal gestures, through the capacity of the individual to 
indicate by means of his own gestures to other forms and also to 
himself, those elements which are of importance in co-operative 
activity. So far as we can see, the stimuli that keep the inverte- 
brates occupied are those of odor and contact. But we find no evi- 
dence of any language among them. It is through physiological 
development and plasticity that their very complex communities 
operate. But the human form, subject to no such development as 
this, can be interwoven into a community activity through its 
ability to respond to the gestures of other- forms that indicate to it 
the stimuli to which it is to respond. We point things out. This 
pointing-out process may be with the finger, by an attitude of 
body, by direction of head and eyes; but as a rule it is by means 
of the vocal gesture, that is, a certain vocal symbol that indicates 
something to another individual and to which he responds. Such 
indication as this sets up a certain definite process of pointing out 
to other individuals in the group what is of importance in this 
co-operative activity. 

The peculiar importance of the vocal gesture is that it affects 
the individual who makes it just as much as it affects the individ- 
ual to whom it is directed. We hear what we say; if we are talking 
with our fingers we see what we are saying; if with attitudes of 
the body, we feel what we are saying. The effect of the attitude 
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which we produce in others comes back on ourselves. It is in this 
way that participation arises out of communication. When we in- 
dicate something to another form, we are calling out in that other 
individual a certain response. The very gesture we make calls out 
a certain sort of response in him. If that gesture affects us as it 
affects him, it has a tendency to call out some response in our- 
selves. The gesture that affects another, when it is a vocal gesture, 
is one which may have the tendency to influence the speaker as it 
influences others. The common expression of this is that a man 
knows what he is saying when the meaning of what he is saying 
comes to him as really as it goes to another. He is affected just 
as the other is. If the meaning of what he says affects the other, it 
affects himself in the same way. The result of this is that the indi- 
vidual who speaks, in some sense takes the attitude of the other 
whom he addresses. We are familiar with this in giving directions 
to another person to do something. We find ourselves affected by 
the same direction. We are ready to do the thing and perhaps be- 
come irritated by the awkwardness of the other and insist on do- 
ing it ourselves. We have called out in ourselves the same response 
we have asked for in another person. We are taking his attitude. 
It is through this sort of participation, this taking the attitudes of 
other individuals, that the peculiar character of human intelli- 
gence is constituted. We say something that means something to a 
certain group. But it not only means that to the group, it also 
means that to us. It has the same meaning for both. 

There is a certain, what we would call “unconscious direc- 
tion” that takes place in lower vertebrate forms. A group of ani- 
mals is said to set up a sentinel. Some one form is more sensitive 
than others to stimuli of danger. Now the action on the part of 
this one which is more sensitive than the rest, the action of run- 
ning from danger, for example, does cause the other forms to run 
also. But the first one is not giving a signal in the human sense. It 
is not aware of giving such directions. Its mere running is a stim- 
ulus to the other forms to run in the same direction. It works in 
the same way as if the form knew what its business was, to catch 
the first evidence of the enemy and give the evidence to the whole 
group, thus setting them all going. But in the experience of the 
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animal there is no such procedure, no such intent. The animal 
does not influence himself as he influences others. He does not 
tell himself of the danger as he tells it to others. He merely runs 
away. 

The outstanding characteristic in human communication is 
that one is making a declaration, pointing out something that is 
common in meaning to the whole group and to the individual, so 
that the individual is taking the attitude of the whole group, so far 
as there is any definite meaning given. When a man calls out 
“Fire!” he is not only exciting other people but himself in the 
same fashion. He knows what he is about. That, you see, consti- 
tutes biologically what we refer to as a “universe of discourse.” It 
is a common meaning which is communicated to everyone and at 
the same time is communicated to the self. The individual is di- 
recting other people how to act, and he is taking the attitude of 
the other people whom he is directing. If in this attitude of the 
other person he makes an objection, he is doing what the other 
person would do, and he is also carrying on the process which we 
call “thought.” That is, you indicate to somebody else that he is 
to do something, and he objects to it. Well now, the person might 
in his attitude of the other make the same objection himself. You 
reply to the other person, trying to point out his mistake or ad- 
mitting your own. In the same way, if you make some objection, 
you reply to your own objection or admit your mistake to your- 
self. Thinking is a process of conversation with one’s self when 
the individual takes the attitude of the other, especially when he 
takes the common attitude of the whole group, when the symbol 
that he uses is a common symbol, so that it has a meaning com- 
mon to the entire group, to everyone who is in it and anyone who 
might be in it. It is a process of communication with participation 
in the experience of other people. 

The mechanism that we use for this process is words, vocal 
gestures. And we need, of course, only a very few of these as com- 
pared with those we need when talking to others. A single symbol 
is enough to call out necessary responses. But it is just as real a 
conversation in terms of the significant symbols of language as if 
the whole process were expressed. We sometimes do our thinking 
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out loud, in fully organized sentences; and one’s thought can al- 
ways presumably be developed into a complete grammatical unit. 
That is what constitutes thinking. 

Now, it is this inner thought, this inner flow of speech and 
what it means—words with their meanings—that call out intelli- 
gent response; it is this that constitutes the mind, insofar as that 
lies in the experience of the form. But this is only a part of the 
whole social process, for the self has arisen in that social process; 
it has its being there. Of course, you could carry such a self as that 
over to a Robinson Crusoe island and leave him by himself, and 
he could carry that social process on by himself and extend it to 
his pets. He carries that on by himself, but it is only because he 
has grown up in society, because he can take attitudes and roles 
of others, that he can accomplish this. 

This mental process, then, is one which has evolved in the so- 
cial process of which it is a part. And it belongs to the different 
organisms that lie inside of this larger social process. We can ap- 
proach it from the standpoint of evolution; and we can approach 
it more particularly from the standpoint of behavioristic psychol- 
ogy, where we can get back to what expresses itself in the mind. 
We also can get somewhat underneath the experience that goes on 
in the self in what we term “pathological psychology,” a psychol- 
ogy that enables us to get hold of the various processes that are 
not themselves evidenced in this stream of inner conversation to 
which I have referred. The term “pathological” simply means that 
this type of psychology has been pursued largely in dealing with 
pathological cases. It is a study, for example, of the way in which 
our special world arises in our experience through our distance 
senses and our contact experiences—through the collation of the 
elements which we reach through vision and with the elements 
which we reach through the tactual sense—the process by which 
we have built up an implemental world by the use of our hands; 
for example, the process by which, for purposes of food, we reach 
with the hand for a distant object. Man comes into that process 
and gives to the organism a physical thing which is not the food, 
not the consummation, whatever it may be, but a physical thing. 


Our world is made up out of physical things. We deal with things 
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as if we could handle them. We think of things as being “‘pulver- 
ized,” broken up into parts so we can get hold of them. A physical 
thing is a unit into which we break up our environment. The proc- 
ess by which we build our world of physical things is a process, 
too, of which we are not immediately conscious. The child, the 
infant that is uncertainly groping toward a ball, is gradually build- 
ing up a world of such physical things; but the process takes place 
underneath the level of our own consciousness. We cannot get at 
it in its immediate inception, only indirectly by this type of psy- 
chology, a psychology that does enable us to get into the workings 
of the individual process as it lies inside of the whole social proc- 
ess to which it belongs. 

And this is what constitutes the self as such. A self which is so 
evidently a social individual that it can exist only in a group of 
social individuals is as much a result of the process of evolution as 
other biological forms. A form that can co-operate with others 
through the use of significant symbols, set up attitudes of others 
and respond to them, is possible through the development of great 
tracts in the central nervous system that are connected with our 
processes of articulation, with the ear, and so with the various 
movements that can go on in the human form. But they are not 
circumscribed within the conduct of a single form. They belong 
to the group. And the process is just as much an evolution as is 
the queen bee or the fighter among the ants. In those instances we 
get a certain particular evolution that is taking place, belonging 
to a certain particular society, one which could exist only in such 
a society. The same is true of the self. That is, an individual who 
affects himself as he affects another; who takes the attitude of the 
other insofar as he affects the other, insofar as he is using what 
we term “intelligible speech”; who knows what he himself is say- 
ing, insofar as he is directing his indications by these significant 
symbols to others with the recognition that they have the same 
meaning for them as for him; such an individual is, of course, a 
phase of the development of the social form. This is a branch of 
what we term “behavioristic psychology,” one in which we can 
see how the self as such has developed. 

What I want to make evident is that the development, the evo- 
lution, of mind as well as of institutions is a social evolution. As I 
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have just stated, society in its organization is a form, a specie 
that has developed; and it has many forms developing within it. 
You see, for example, at the present time in reference to the ques- 
tion of food that the problem is one which is met by very intricate 
social organizations. Where the individual himself responds sim- 
ply to the odor or sight of food, we recognize it as a biological 
process. When the whole community responds to the need of food 
by the organization of its industries, of agriculture, of milling, of 
transportation, of cooking and preparation, we have the same 
process, only now, not by separate individuals, but by a social 
organization; and that organization is just as really an evolution 
as the stomach of the ox. That stomach is very complicated. The 
evolution of a social mechanism by which grain is sowed and 
reaped in South America and North America, is carried to great 
milling establishments and there converted into flour, and then 
carried and distributed by dealers so that the individual groups 
can get it and prepare it in such fashion that it can be readily as- 
similated—that is just as much evolution as the development of 
bacteriological laboratories in the digestive tract of an ox. It is a 
process, however, which takes place much more rapidly than it is 
taking place in the case of the ox. There we have something that 
answers to a physiological plasticity in the case of invertebrates— 
the adjustment of different organs within the body to accomplish 
what we accomplish by mechanical means. It is this ability to con- 
trol our environment that gives us what we term “mind.” 

What we attach to the term “mind” particularly is its privacy. 
It belongs to the individual. And what takes place there takes 
place, we say, in the experience of the individual. He may make 
it accessible to others by telling about it. He may talk out loud. 
He may publish. He may indicate even by his uncontrolled ges- 
tures what his frame of mind is. But there is that which goes on 
inside of a man’s mind that never gets published, something that 
takes place within the experience of the individual. Part of it, 
of course, is that which answers to what is going on in the phys- 
iological mechanism there, the suffering that belongs to one’s 
teeth, the pleasure one gets in the palate. These are experiences 
which he has for himself because they are taking place within his 
own organism. But, though they are taking place within his own 


42 PARTI 


organism, and no one else can experience the same thing, the or- 
ganism does not experience it as its own—it does not realize that 
the experience is its own—until a self has arisen. We have no rea- 
son to assume, for example, that in lower animals there are such 
entities as selves; and if no such entities, then that which takes 
place within the organism cannot be identified with such a self. 
There is pain; there is pleasure; there are feelings which are not 
exactly painful or pleasurable, such as heat or cold. These various 
feelings belong to the organism, the tensions of the various mus- 
cles, the movements of the joints, so essential in our intelligent 
social conduct. These belong to the organism in a certain sense. 
But the individual animal does not associate them with a self be- 
cause it has no self; it is not a self. 

A self can arise only where there is a social process within 
which this self has had its initiation. It arises within that process. 
For that process, the communication and participation to which | 
have referred is essential. That is the way in which selves have 
arisen. That is where the individual is in a social process in which 
he is a part, where he does influence himself as he does others. 
There the self arises. And there he turns back upon himslf, di- 
rects himself. He takes over those experiences which belong to his 
own organism. He identifies them with himself. What constitutes 
the particular structure of his experience is what we call his 
“thought.” It is the conversation whieh goes on within the self. 
This is what constitutes his mind. For it is through this so-called 
“thought,” of course, that he interprets his experiences. Now that 
thought, as I have already indicated, is only the importation of 
outer conversation, conversation of gestures with others, into the 
self in which the individual takes the role of others as well as his 
own role. He talks to himself. This talking is significant. He is 
indicating what is cf importance in the situation. He is indicating 
those elements that call out the necessary responses. When there 
are conflicts, the problem gives rise to the hypotheses that form 
in his mind; he indicates them to himself and to others. It is this 
process of talking over a problematic situation with one’s self, 
just as one might talk with another, that is exactly what we term 
“mental.” And it goes on within the organism. 


Part II 


THE NATURE OF SCIENTIFIC 


KNOWLEDGE 


WE HAVE reached certain points in the implications of the 
method of experimental science which may be summarily restated. 
In the first place, the scientist’s knowing is a search for the un- 
known, a discovery, but it is a search for what has disappeared in 
the conflicts of conduct, that is, for objects which will remove the 
antagonism—it is a search for the solution of a problem. This 
dissipates the Platonic puzzle of how we can seek to know what is 
unknown. Plato’s solution of the puzzle is found in the form of 
ignorance as a problem, that of recollecting what has been forgot- 
ten. Unfortunately this theory could not apply to the discovery of 
new types of objects which were foreign to the world of past ex- 
perience. 

In the second place, experimental science implies a real world 
uninfected by the problem, which can be used to test the discov- 
eries which science makes. If knowledge is discovery of the un- 
known, this world is not known—it is simply there. 

In the third place, as the world that is there is not known and 
may not therefore as non-known have ascribed to it the logical 
necessity that does obtain in the logical structure of hypotheses, 
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experimental science finds nothing contradictory in the later ap- 
pearance of a problem which has been used to test the solution of 
a former problem. That a contradiction should appear in the hy- 
pothesis is proof of its faulty and, in that sense, unreal character, 
but that the sun ceases to be an object revolving about the earth 
in no way invalidates the world by which we test the hypothesis 
of the revolution of the earth on its axis by the shifting of the 
path of the pendulum’s swing. Logical necessity obtains in the 
field of reflective thinking. To transfer it to the world that is there, 
and within which thought is occupied in the solution of problems, 
would be to dismiss experimental science as a meaningless and 
pernicious discipline and to return to the science of dogma. 

In the fourth place, in observation and in experiment, science 
finds a field that belongs both to the world that is there and to the 
reflective thought of discovery, that is, of knowledge. The problem 
does not exist in vacuo. It is in the world that is there, but a cer- 
tain portion of the world that is there has disappeared. The dis- 
ease that is conveyed by contact disappears in the evidence of 
sporadic cases, notwithstanding its epidemic character. But the 
scourge is all the more tragically there. The instances of the dis- 
ease are now observed and recorded by physicians and health of- 
ficers who are seeking to discover the mechanism of the spread of 
the infection. These data embodied in various hypotheses exist in 
the minds of the investigators. As the observations of competent 
investigators of the actual epidemic, they are there as parts of the 
experiences of these individuals and the records of them are parts 
of their biographies. The test case of the heroic scientist, who has 
remained immune to the fever after wearing the clothes of those 
who were sick and sleeping in their beds and who succumbs to it 
when stung by the mosquito, begins in the field of scientific data 
and personal biographies and ends in the impersonal world to 
which belongs the two-chaptered history of the yellow-fever para- 
site. Insofar as these data are imbedded in the lives of these indi- 
viduals, they are personal but hard facts. So long as they are ten- 
tatively suggestive of objects that would harmonize conflicting 
ways of cataloguing and treating the disease, they are in the minds 
of men as part of the structure of their ideas. 
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We must distinguish here between what belongs to the expe- 
rience of the individual qua individual and what is in his mind 
and may be termed “subjective.” In the former sense the observa- 
tion may be called private because the investigator alone observes 
it. Indeed it may be such an instance that he alone can observe it, 
if, for example, it is his own ache or pain, or if no one else has 
seen it, and it is an instance that is not repeated. This circum- 
stance does not abstract it from the world that is there, since these 
men are there in that world together with the events that take 
place in their lives. But, insofar as the experience suggests what is 
known of the relation of the mosquito to malaria and a possible 
parasitic organism that may be the cause of yellow fever, we are 
in the presence of an idea and of what we will call “subjective.” 
Such an object is not as yet there and may never be there. It is an 
ideal object. Such objects have the same locus as erroneous ob- 
jects after the error has been detected and are not to be confused, 
because they are placed in individuals’ minds, with individuals’ 
experiences, which are peculiar to them, but are objects in the 
world that is there. I am not ignoring the problems involved in 
this distinction. I am merely insisting that experimental science 
never take the position so common in philosophy, which confuses 
the two. To the experimental scientist the data of observation and 
experiment never lose the actuality of the unquestioned world be- 
cause they can happen only in the lives of particular individuals 
or because they are fitted to serve in the mental processes of dis- 
covery. They are solid realities that can bridge the gaps between 
discredited theories and the discoveries of science. 

It is the position of the positivist that what is observed is as a 
fact of experience, there in a sense in which it never can be false. 
He recognizes that there may be false inferences drawn from the 
observation or the experiment, but as a fact of immediate experi- 
ence it simply is and therefore is not open to possible question. 
This assumption does not answer to the procedure of science, for 
whatever may be the theory of sensation, the scientist’s observa- 
tion always carries a content or character in what is observed that 
may conceivably be shown under other conditions to be errone- 


ous, though the probability of this be very slight. In psychological 
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terms, an observation is never a mere determination of a sensa- 
tion (if there is any such thing in adult experience) but is a per- 
ception, and, whether all perceptions involve judgments or not, 
they are frequently illusory as in the perceptions of mirrored ob- 
jects, and can never be free from the possibility of analogous 
errors. 

What gives to the observation or experiment its validity is its 
position in the world that is there, that is not questioned. It is in- 
deed carefully isolated from what has fallen into question, and 
this meticulous cleansing from all implications of the abandoned 
doctrine, and all as yet hypothetical interpretations, creates the 
impression of an experience which may not be subjected to any 
further question; but, as we know, there is no part or portion of 
the world that may not conceivably be the field of a scientific 
problem. 

In the so-called exact sciences we seem to approach an object 
which is nearly free from all possibility of contingency—the 
physical particles. These particles are approximations to that 
which is unextended in space and time, but they carry a character 
—that of mass or of electrical energy—which does not approach 
zero, however minute it may become, and it is a character which 
is reached from numberless observations and not a little specula- 
tive theory. Furthermore, the procedures in our laboratories and 
observatories by which these characters are reached involve per- 
ceptual objects of the most complex nature, subject under other 
conditions to all sorts of conceivable questions. In other words, 
while the methods of mathematical analysis and extensive ab- 
straction constitute a body of doctrines which in themselves are 
necessary, as long as the terms carry the same references, their 
applications are dependent upon their functioning within the 
problematic situations which arise in research science and appeal 
for their validity in practice to the court of observation and ex- 
periment. 

The scientist’s attitude is that of a man in a going concern 
which requires at various points readjustments and reconstruc- 
tions. The success of the readjustments and reconstructions is 
found in the triumph over the difficulty, as evidenced by the fact 
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that the concern continues to operate. He finds his tests in the 
parts of the whole which still operate. This does not imply that 
readjustments cannot be called for later at these very points to 
which he now appeals for confirmation of the success of his solu- 
tions of the immediate problems before him. Surrounding the 
most profound analysis of the structure of matter; and the widest 
survey of the galaxies of the heavens, lies the field of things with- 
in which experiment and observation take place without ques- 
tion, and which gives its validity to cosmologies and electronic 
theories of matter. It may seem a misnomer to speak of the world 
within which lie the observation and experiment as surrounding 
such hypothetical constructions as the electrical theory of matter 
or the galactic form of the universe, since these hypothetical con- 
structions so far transcend, in the subatomic world or in the in- 
definite stretches of the heavens, all the world of objects which 
includes our observations and experiments. We seem rather to be 
islanded in a very minute region occupied by perceptual objects 
that are in their constitution vague, indeterminate, and incurably 
contingent, surrounded from within and from without by a uni- 
verse, that is occupied by objects that approximate exactness of 
definition and necessity in their forms and changes. And yet the 
scientist, when he times microscopic oil drops as they move to- 
ward or away from charged plates, or when he measures the dis- 
tances of photographed stars from one another before and during 
an eclipse, has not at all the attitude of a man perched insecurely 
upon obscure and adventitious data. The world that is there has 
taken up into itself all the order, definition, and necessity of ear- 
lier scientific advance. It is not there as hypothesis, insofar as the 
hypotheses have justified themselves in experiment, nor is it there 
as analyzed relations, events, and particles. These characters have 
passed into things, and for the time being at any rate, they are 
there unanalyzed, with the same authority as that of the so-called 
sensible experience. It is only necessary to emphasize again the 
distinction of the data as parts of the mental process of anticipat- 
ing hypothetical objects, and as imbedded in the world of unques- 
tioned reality in the experience of the individuals to whom the 
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problem has come and who are trying to solve it, as well as in the 
impersonal world within which these individuals exist. 

What renders such a statement of the world (not as known 
but as there) somewhat bizarre is that we enter the world of the 
scientist by the process of learning. In schools and institutions of 
higher learning we are taught the doctrines of modern science. 
Most of us take no part in the work of discovering what is there 
found out, but we acquire it by a process of learning, in which 
we may retrace some of the steps which research has followed, 
while in the main we accept it largely on faith in the men and 
their methods, especially faith in the checking-up of the results 
of certain individuals by all the others in the field. Scientific 
journalism as well as the daily press keeps us informed of the 
latest advances, and, having learned these facts, we say that we 
now know them. The world that stretches so far beyond our ex- 
perience seems in this sense a world of knowledge. 

It is true that all acquirement of information, insofar as it is 
more than a mere parrot-like facility in repeating what is read 
or heard, is a reflective process in which a problematic situation 
is met with discovery, though the hypotheses and their tests are 
those of others. Our own hypotheses and tests have to do largely 
with the competence of the sources upon which we draw. Admit- 
ting, however, all the criticism that the layman can bring to his 
education, this world of knowledge is evidently of quite a different 
character from the world that is there, the world that is seen and 
felt, whose reality is the touchstone of our discoveries and inven- 
tions and very different from the discoveries and inventions them- 
selves, which are the knowledge par excellence of research science. 

It is in the acquirement of information that the copy theory 
finds its explanation. There, what is known must answer feature 
for feature to its prototype. This field of so-called knowledge is 
that of the assimilation of the experience of others to one’s own 
experience. There may be involved in it the discovery of these 
other experiences by the individual, and it is insofar knowledge, 
but the content of that which is said to be learned is not discov- 
ered in the sense in which the other has discovered it. 

In its simplest form what takes place here is the indication to 
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one individual by another of an object which is of moment in 
their co-operative activity. This gesture becomes symbolic when 
it arouses in the individuals the attitudes which reaction to the 
objects involves, together, generally, with some imagery of the 
result of that action. It becomes communication when the indi- 
vidual indicating the object takes also the attitude of the individ- 
ual to whom he is indicating it plus that of his response, while 
the individual to whom the object is indicated takes the attitude 
of him who is indicating it. We call this taking of one another’s 
attitudes consciousness of what we are doing and of what the 
other is doing, and we incorrectly apply the term “knowledge” 
to this. The mechanism and import of this social procedure will 
be discussed later. What I wish to point out is that this process in 
itself does not involve discovery, any more than does that of per- 
ception. When doubt and discrepancies arise in the process of 
communication, the necessity of establishing agreement between 
the symbols mutually used, and that which they symbolize and 
the results of the conduct they imply, calls for a one-to-one cor- 
respondence between the symbols and those things and characters 
symbolized in the experiences of the different individuals, and 
this gives rise to the theory of knowledge as an agreement be- 
tween the state of mind and that which is known. Such a determi- 
nation of mutual agreement in co-operative conduct is indeed 
essential, not only to this conduct, but to what is called “think- 
ing” in the individual, but it is not a discovery of that which 
needs to be known. It is at most a part of the technique by which 
the discovery is made. When the discrepancy arises, we must dis- 
cover what the import of the symbols is, and here real knowledge 
takes place. We find out what the other person is referring to—in 
common parlance, what he means—but the process can go on 
without discrepancies. The other indicates to us what is there, 
and our so-called consciousness of this need not introduce any 
reflective attitude in our conduct. To call the correspondence 
between the attitudes involved in pointing out a savage dog and 
the conduct which takes place “knowledge,” whether one points 
it out to one’s self or to another, is to give to “knowledge” an 
entirely different value from that involved in discovery. 
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In any education that is worthy of the name, what is acquired 
does go toward the solution of the problems that we all carry 
with us, and is the subject of reflection, and leads to the fashion- 
ing of new hypotheses and the appearance of new objects; but 
this takes place after the communication which is the mutual in- 
dication of objects and characters by the use of gestures which 
are common symbols, that is, symbols with identical references. 
The correspondence theory of knowledge has grown up around 
the recognition of the relation between that which the symbol 
refers to in the object and the attitudes of response in others and 
in ourselves. There is here a one-to-one correspondence, but the 
relation of these objects and their characters to what we can infer 
from them in the discovery of the novel element which meets our 
problematic situations is of an entirely different sort. 

In this “meeting of minds” which takes place in conversation, 
learning, reading, and thinking, there are generally present prob- 
lematic situations and discovery, though this is by no means al- 
ways the case. If someone informs us that an expected acquaint- 
ance has arrived, there is no more of a problem, or discovery in 
the sense of a solution, than would be involved in the friend’s 
appearing around the corner. The varied landscape and hurry of 
events that sweep us along in books of travel and adventure em- 
brace no more of reflection than the travel and adventure in which 
we are involved. A great deal of learning is a direct following 
of indications, or a gradual taking-over of the form and technique 
of others that goes on without inference. A good deal of thinking 
even, notably much of reverie and also straight-away ordering of 
conduct in an unquestioned situation, may be free from dubita- 
tion and ratiocination. A field of concentrated inferential thought 
does include the common reference of symbols in conversation, 
writing, and thinking—that part of logic which has to do with 
the technique of communication either with others or with one’s 
self—together with the epistemologies and metaphysics which 
have sprung from this and obscured it with their tangled and 
forest growth. Here lie the problems of successful reference to 
identical objects and characters through identical symbols mutu- 
ally employed by different selves, and these problems are of pe- 
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culiar interest and importance to those involved in the exact and 
mathematical sciences. These problems demand theories of defi- 
nition and implication, insofar as this does not depend upon the 
concrete content of that to which reference is made. 

The environment of living organisms is constantly changing, 
is constantly invaded with other and different ‘things. The as- 
similation of what occurs and that which recurs with what is 
elapsing and what has elapsed is called “experience.” Without 
anticipating a later discussion of the social nature of the self 
and of thinking, I shall claim that the analysis of experimental 
science, including experimental psychology, never operates in a 
mind or an experience that is not social, and by the term “so- 
cial” I imply that in the thought of the scientist the supposition 
of his mind and his self always involves other minds and selves 
as presuppositions and as standing upon the same level of exist- 
ence and evidence. It may be that the scientist, in a self-centered 
moment, might think away all else but his self and its thinking, 
but even if in imagination he succeeded in annihilating all save 
the dot on the i, its having any thoughts at all would depend 
entirely upon its preserving its previous habits of conversing 
with others and so with himself; and, as this precious hoard of 
past experience wore away under incessant use and decay, the dot 
would follow the z into nonentity. The dividend that I wish to see 
declared on this social nature of mind and the self is the equal 
immediacy that may attach to the assimilation of others’ experi- 
ence with that of our own. We so inevitably utilize the attitude 
of the other, which is involved in addressing ourselves and in 
attending to him, that we give the same logical validity to what 
he relates of his experience as that which we give to what we 
relate to ourselves of our own past experience, unless on other 
grounds we are occupying the seat of the critic. It has, of course, 
only the validity that attaches to a relation, and is one remove from 
the assurance that attaches to the so-called memory image. But 
this validity at this remove is all that we can claim for most of our 
memory. Memory images constitute but a minute part of the 
past that stretches out behind us. For most of it we depend upon 
records, which come back to one form or another of language, 
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and we refresh our memory as surely in inquiring of a companion 
what took place on a certain occasion as in questioning ourselves. 
His testimony may not be as trustworthy as our own because of 
difference of interest and possible prejudice, but on other occa- 
sions for the same reason his testimony may outrank our own in 
reliability. While the actual image of the event has an evidential 
character that is peculiar, not infrequently it may be shown by 
the testimony of others to have been the product of imagination 
or to have been shifted from its proper place in the record. But 
still more fundamentally, the building-up of a memory record in- 
volves, in the first place, a social world as definitely as the physi- 
cal world, within which the events took place, and involves, in 
the second place, experience which was actually or potentially so- 
cial in its nature to the extent that whatever happens or has hap- 
pened to us has its character over against actual or possible audi- 
ences or observers whose selves are essential to the existence of 
our own selves, the mechanism of whose conversation is not only 
as immediate as our replies but, when imported into the inner 
forum, constitutes the mechanism of our own thought. 

I am anticipating the detailed presentation of this doctrine of 
mind to make clear my distinction between information and 
knowledge as discovery through inference. Information is the ex- 
perience arising from the direction of attention through the ges- 
tures of others to objects and their characters, and cannot be 
called “knowledge” if that term is denied to perception as imme- 
diate experience under the direction of the attention springing 
from the organic interest of the individual. Perception is not it- 
self to be distinguished from information, insofar as one uses a 
social mechanism in pointing out objects and characters to him- 
self as another. The perceptions of a self may be already in the 
form of information. Logically stated they exist in a universe of 
discourse. Knowledge, on the other hand, deliberately fashions 
hypothetical objects whose reality it tests by observation and ex- 
periment. The justification for this is found in the actual disap- 
pearance of objects and their characters in the problems that arise 
in conduct. 

Actually so much both of perception and of information is 
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shot through with reflective construction and reconstruction that 
it is difficult to disentangle them. It is, however, a part of scien- 
tific technique to accomplish this disentanglement. Observations 
and experiments are always in the form of information, even while 
they are being made, but they are scrupulously teased out from 
the web of inference and hypothesis. From this purity depart in 
varying degrees our perceptions as well as our information. It is a 
commonplace that one may be very well informed and do very 
little thinking, indeed be quite helpless over against a situation in 
which the information must be used to suggest or. test hypotheses. 
The reliability itself of the observation or information, however, 
does call for a certain sort of verification, that of its repetition, 
either in the experience of the individual or in the mouths of other 
witnesses, and here, as above remarked, we find the source of the 
copy or correspondence theories of knowledge. Indeed, if infor- 
mation is knowledge, the copy theory of knowledge is entirely 
legitimate. 

In presenting the world that is there as in some sense surround- 
ing what is problematic, it was stated that what had in the past been 
approved by experiment and observation was taken up into this 
world and resided there as organized objects, things behaving to- 
ward one another in expected manners. Over against these un- 
questioned things lie the elements and relations of the working 
hypotheses of science. These are in a peculiar degree the objects 
of our knowledge. They are still lacking in complete verification. 
They are received only provisionally, and the objects which we 
constitute by means of them are complex hypotheses anticipating 
further tests in the use which we make of them. While they work, 
they pass as objects, but always with a proviso attached, which 
keeps the scientist’s attention alive to possible departures from 
the result which the hypothesis implies. He is looking for such 
departures and eager to find them. In such far-reaching specula- 
tions as those regarding the structure of matter this field of knowl- 
edge is enormously extended, though it does not actually include 
the world within which the observation and experiment them- 
selves take place, though the analysis which the investigation in- 
volves extends into the world of unquestioned things. For the 
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purposes of our calculations we state the apparatus of our labora- 
tories, for example, in the same terms which we use in our hypo- 
thetical constructions and thus seem to bring them within the 
scope of the investigation. But the scientist is in no doubt in re- 
gard to the distinction between the finding of fact and the hypo- 
thetical form in which he has stated things which are there, irre- 
spective of the validity of the expressions into which they have 
been translated. Such translations may be perhaps called “objects 
of knowledge,” though with the recognition that the success or 
failure of the hypothesis, into the terms of which we have trans- 
lated these unquestioned things and their processes, does not af- 
fect their reality in the observation or experiment. In this sense 
there is no limit to the field of knowledge, for we may state the 
whole universe in terms of such working hypotheses, if we only 
remember the limits of this formulation. But it is also necessary 
to recognize that the raison d’étre for translation is found in the 
function of the apparatus of experimental science and not in the 
revelation of reality. What reveals this latter fact is the ineradica- 
ble difference between the immediate concrete event to which 
appeal is made in experiment and observation and any formula- 
tion of this in terms of a current working hypothesis. The actual 
position of the spectral line, or of the photographic image on the 
plate, is the brute fact by which the hypothesis is tested, and 
there is no methodological relation between the exactly deter- 
mined position of these and a resolution of them into, say, elec- 
trons. It is conceivable that this should be done, but it would 
vastly confuse and delay the attainment of any knowledge from 
the measurement and would have no conceivable connection with 
getting that knowledge. To call such a translation “knowledge” is 
to depart from the significance which the term “knowledge” has 
in an experimental science. 

The world, then, in which science operates has, at its core and 
in a certain sense surrounding its findings and speculations, the 
environment of immediate experience. At the point of its prob- 
lems the immediate things are so analyzed that they may pass into 
the formulations of the scientist’s hypothesis, while the finding of 
observation and experiment remains immediate experience, that 
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is, located in the surrounding borderland. It is these two aspects 
of the world of immediate experience that call for especial atten- 
tion. From the standpoint of the discovery of the new, from the 
standpoint of research, the world of immediate experience is a 
core and seems to be reduced to the island of vague, indetermi- 
nate, and contingent data that are contrasted with the clear-cut, 
sharply defined, and necessary elements and events of scientific 
theory; an apparently incongruous situation, for the acceptance 
of the clear-cut, sharply defined, and necessary world is depend- 
ent upon the findings in the island of vague, indeterminate, and 
contingent data, the field of observation and experiment. It is an 
apparent incongruity that has given birth to much philosophic 
speculation. 

That the incongruity is only apparent is fairly evident, since 
the scientist, out of whose method and its achievements it has 
arisen, is not aware of it. If it were presented to him in the terms 
just used, he would presumably reply that one cannot both have 
his cake and eat it; that, if one is in search of definition and cer- 
tainty at a point in experience at which they have disappeared, it 
is but natural that the definition of the problem should exhibit 
this fact of their disappearance and that the very data which will 
serve in the verification of a hypothetical order of defined and 
necessary things must be themselves infected with indeterminate- 
ness and contingency; that the home of experimental medicine is 
in the hospital; that the gospel of science summons not the logi- 
cally righteous but sinners to repentance. He would likely add, 
however, that because, before the discovery of the germ of yellow 
fever, the clinical picture of the disease was indeterminate and its 
incidence contingent, there would have been no justification in 
ascribing the same indeterminateness and contingency to the clin- 
ical picture of diphtheria—in other words, that the form in which 
the data appear in any one problem is pertinent to that problem 
alone. 

But while the statement of the problem, together with the ob- 
servation and experiment that are involved in verification, consti- 
tutes a core of immediate experience whose analyzed elements are 
indeterminate and contingent as compared with defined elements 
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and necessary relations in a hypothetical scientific theory, these 
data do belong to objects in an immediate world that is a going 
concern, and as such is unquestioned. Such a world may be said 
to contain the problem within itself, and so to surround the prob- 
lem. It has taken up into itself the solutions of past problems suc- 
cessfully solved. There is involved in it also a considerable appa- 
ratus of working hypothesis, which is not always distinguished 
from the world that is there. The distinction lies in the fact that 
back of the working hypothesis there is always a question mark, 
and in the back of the scientist’s mind in using the working hy- 
pothesis lies the problem implied in its being only a working hy- 
pothesis. The world that is there is the common world within 
which the intelligent community lives and moves and has its be- 
ing. In physical diameter it may be a small world as compared 
with the scope of physical hypotheses which in a logical sense it 
surrounds. Its logical compass of the hypothesis is shown in the 
data of observation and experiment that must be brought to bear 
upon the hypothesis before it can be established. 

This compass of the problem, and the hypothetical solution of 
it, is logical insofar as the analysis involved in the problem, the 
inference involved in the formation of the hypothesis, and the 
sufficiency of evidence involved in observation and experiment all 
rest upon a world of things that is there, not as known, but as 
containing conditions of knowledge. But the world that is there 
includes and surrounds the problem in the sense that the problem 
is also there within the field of conduct, for, as has been indicated, 
the problem arises in the conduct of individuals and out of the 
conflict of acts which inhibit one another because the same object 
calls out mutually antagonistic responses. When these problems 
pass into the field of reflection, they are so formulated that they 
would occur in any experience, that is, they take on a universal 
form. Such a formulation is essential to the reflective process of 
their solution. Their actual occurrence, however, in the world that 
is there awaits the advent of the conflict of responses in the ex- 
perience of some individual; and the solution as well, inasmuch as 
it departs from the common or universal habits of the community, 
must be an individual achievement before it can become the atti- 
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tude of all and be thus universalized. So located in its historical 
setting, the problem is evidently as completely surrounded by the 
world that is there as the hole left by a name that has been for- 
gotten is surrounded by all the other names and things and hap- 
penings by which one attempts its recall. But while occurrence of 
the problem and of its solution must be in the field of conduct of 
some one individual, the things and events that constitute its bor- 
der are matters of common and undisputed validity. The problem 
must happen to an individual, it can have no other locus than in 
his biography, but the terms in which he defines. it and seeks its 
solution must be universal, that is, have common import. 

This location of the problem in the experience of the individ- 
ual in its historical setting dates not only the problem but also the 
world within which that problem arises. For a world within which 
an essential scientific problem has arisen is a different world from 
that within which this problem does not exist, that is, different 
from the world that is there when this problem has been solved. 
The world of Daltonian atoms and electricity (which was consid- 
ered a form of moticn), within which appeared the problem of 
the ion in electrolysis and the breakup of the atom in radioactive 
substances, is a different world from that whose ultimate elements 
are particles of electricity. Such worlds dated by the problems 
upon whose solutions they have appeared are social in the sense 
that they belong to the history of the human community, since 
reflective thought is a social undertaking and since the individual 
in whose experience both the problem and its solution must arise 
presupposes the community out of which he springs. 

It is the double aspect of these worlds that has been the occa- 
sion of so much philosophic speculation. On the one hand, they 
have provided the tests of reality for experimental science, and, 
on the other, they have successively lost their validity and have 
passed away into the realm of ideas. I have already indicated the 
scientist’s rejoinder to this apparent assault upon his method. His 
method implies not that there has been, is, or will be any one au- 
thentic world that constitutes the core and envelope of his prob- 
lems, but that there always have been, and are, and will be facts, 
or data, which, stated in terms of these different worlds by the 
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individuals in whose experience they have appeared, can be rec- 
ognized as identical; and that every world in which problems ap- 
pear and are attacked by the experimental method is in such a 
sense a going concern that it can test hypothetical solutions. I 
have further insisted that as a scientist his goal in the pursuit of 
knowledge is not a final world but the solution of his problem in 
the world that is there. 

There have existed two different attitudes toward these s0- 
called facts or data. Because it has been assumed that old watch- 
ers of the heavens in the valley of Mesopotamia, and of Hip- 
parchus, and of Tycho Brahe, and present astronomers possessed 
a certain identity, there has arisen a picture of the world made up 
of that which can be regarded as common to all, a picture made 
of abstractions. It is a picture through which we can look before 
and after and determine the date of Thales when he predicted an 
eclipse, and what eclipses will take place a thousand years hence. 
If we assign a metaphysical reality to these facts, then we reach a 
universe which has been the subject matter of popular and techni- 
cal philosophies. If, on the other hand, we restrict ourselves to 
the determinations of experimental science, then we have nothing 
but the common indication of things and characters in a world 
that is there, an indication that abstracts from all but that which 
is there when a problematic situation has robbed it of some object 
and concentrates attention upon those characters and things 
which are the stimuli to mutually inhibiting responses. As I have 
already insisted, it is only in the experience of the individual, at 
some moment in that experience, that such a conflict can take 
place. Nonproblematic things are there for everyone. But while 
these observations took place in individual experiences, in the 
experiences of those individuals for whom these problems arose, 
it is the assumption of experimental science that a like experience 
would have arisen for any other individual whose experience had 
been infected with the same problem and that, insofar as succes- 
sive problems have involved identical problematic elements, it is 
possible to identify the same observation in the experience of dif- 
ferent individuals. 


The Mesopotamian soothsayer who had hit upon the succes- 
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sion of the eclipses and enshrined it in the Great Saros and the 
Greek astronomer who by a scientific explanation of the eclipses 
had worked out the same succession, and the modern Copernican 
astronomer who substitutes the motion of the earth in its orbit for 
that of the sun about the earth and dates these eclipses still more 
accurately, were all observing the same phenomenon. For each 
there was a different world that was there, but in these worlds 
there were actual or identical observations of individuals which 
connect these worlds with one another and enable the later thinker 
to take up into his own the worlds that have preceded his. The 
common content of these observations, by means of which differ- 
ent worlds are strung together in human history, depends upon 
the assumption that different individuals have had or would have 
the same experiences. So far as there is any universality in these 
contents, it goes back to an actual or implied indication of the 
same things and characters by different individuals, in the same 
or like situations, that is, it goes back to implications in regard 
to social behavior in inferential processes, especially to the social 
nature of the knowledge or evidential import of observation. 

However, the experimental scientist, apart from some philo- 
sophic bias, is not a positivist. He has no inclination to build up 
a universe of such scientific data, which in their abstraction can 
be identified as parts of many different worlds. The reference of 
his data is always to the solution of problems in the world that is 
there about him, the world that tests the validity of his hypotheti- 
cal reconstructions. Nothing would more completely squeeze the 
interest out of his world than the resolution of it into the data of 
observation. 


Part I 


MIND APPROACHED THROUGH 
BEHAVIOR—CAN ITS STUDY 


BE MADE SCIENTIFIC?. 


WHEN the scientific method we have been describing was 
brought into the problems of psychology, it was recognized that 
association could not be maintained as the fundamental principle 
in terms of which they might be solved. We speak naturally of 
certain elements as associated with each other. Why are certain 
experiences associated rather than an indefinite number of oth- 
ers? When we come back to account for their strong association, 
we find we come back to attention, to interest. We are interested 
in certain connections, and these get fixed in our minds. We 
give our attention to certain elements in experience, and that 
fixes them in the order in which they occur. But association is 
itself something that needs to be explained. Why is there selec- 
tion in experience? Consciousness is selective; we see what we 
are looking for. There is a character of conduct about experience 
that determines what the relations are to be, or at least deter- 
mines between what elements the relations are going to lie. This 
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recognition of the importance of conduct as determining what 
the connections shall be within experience itself is the charac- 
teristic of the latter psychology. It has gone under various 
names. 

The older psychology was structural. That is, it took experi- 
ence as we find it to pieces and found certain relations between 
the various elements of it. These it explained through association. 
The latter psychology is functional rather than structural. It rec- 
ognizes certain functions of conduct. We get experiences of dis- 
tant objects, and their import for us lies in what we are going 
to do about them. We are hungry, and we set about getting food. 
We have become stifled with the air in the room, and we get out- 
of-doors. We are acting, and in our actions we determine what 
the relations are going to be between the various elements in 
experience. The structure of the act is the important character of 
conduct. This psychology also is called motor psychology, as 
against the older psychology of sensation; voluntary psychology, 
as against the mere association of ideas with each other. Finally, 
the development of these different phases got expression in be- 
havioristic psychology, which gives itself to the study of this 
conduct to which I have referred. It undertakes to approach the 
mind from the point of view of the action of the individual. As 
a psychology, behaviorism has turned away, then, from the cate- 
gory of consciousness as such. Accounts of consciousness had 
been largely static in character. There were certain states of con- 
sciousness, certain impressions—the imagery men had in a spir- 
itual substance that was impressed from without by certain ex- 
periences. The senses were the organs through which impressions 
were made on a substantial entity called “consciousness,” and 
they were made in a certain way, in a spatial, temporal order. 
Consciousness was dealt with as a sort of substance which re- 
ceived impressions. Following upon this came the fruitful state- 
ment of Professor James. 

For James, consciousness is not to be regarded as a static 
substance receiving impressions from without. It is rather a 
stream that flows on. And this stream has various character- 
istics, those that we express by its substantive and transitive 
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character. It gathers about a certain experience and then passes 
on from that to another. Another analogy that James used was 
of the bird that alights on one branch and then flies to another, 
continually moving from one point to another point. The transi- 
tive phases of experience are those answering to relations; the 
substantives are those that answer to what we call the “things 
we perceive.” If one is speaking, relating something, and says 
“and” and then stops at that point, we have the feeling of being 
ready to go on to something else. The feeling is just as definite 
an experience as that of yellow or red, of hot er cold; it is an 
experience of “and,” one that is transitive, that is moving on. 
And these experiences are qualitatively different from each other. 
If, instead of saying “and,” the speaker said “but,” we should 
have an entirely different attitude toward what is to follow. In 
fact, our whole grasp of what we are hearing or reading depends 
upon the feelings we have for these different relating articles. 
If we come upon a thought with a “though” in it, we have one 
attitude toward what is to come; if “also,” a different attitude. 
We are ready for a certain sort of content. We have a definite 
sort of experience answering to these relations which appear im- 
mediately in experience. 

There is also another very important phase of experience 
which Professor James emphasizes, that which is represented by 
the spotlight of our attention as over against the fringe of the 
experience. If one gives his attention to something immediately 
before him, there lies about this experience a fringe which is very 
important in the recognition, in the value of that to which one 
gives attention. For example, when we are reading, we often 
have the experience of a world which is not immediately be- 
fore us. The eye in moving over the page has caught a word 
several lines below. We have to hunt for it to find out what it 
was. It lies there in the fringe of our immediate experience, and 
we are ready for it when it appears. But still more, these differ- 
ent attitudes which are connected with the different particles, 
the “and,” “but,” “though,” “also,” also represent the fringe. 
We are immediately considering something, but we are already 
going on to something else. And the beginnings of that some- 
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thing else to which we are going on are already forming in the 
realization of our experience. They are taking place, and they 
represent the fringe of experience which comes in to interpret 
that to which we are giving attention. 

These conceptions of James’s which were so fruitful for the 
psychological consideration of experience do represent definitely 
a process which gets its whole statement in our conduct. We are 
going on to something besides that which is before us. And the 
structure of the experience itself depends on what we are going 
on to do. If we see something, we have at least aroused in the 
organism a tendency to meet it, or to avoid it. And it is this 
experience of what the contact will be that comes in to give the 
meaning to that which we actually see. We are continually inter- 
preting what we see by the something that is represented by pos- 
sible future conduct. So, to understand what is appearing in 
experience, we must take into account not only the immediate 
stimulus as such but also the response. The response is there 
partly in the actual tendency toward the object and also in our 
memory images, the experiences that we have had in the past. 
And this relationship of the response to the stimulus is one of 
very great importance in the analysis of our perception. 

Professor Dewey brought out that fact in a memorable article 
on the stimulus-response concept. He pointed out that the very 
attitude of being acted upon by a stimulus is continually affected 
by the response. We start to do something, and the process of 
doing it is continually affecting the very stimulus we have re- 
ceived. A familiar illustration is that of the carpenter who is saw- 
ing on a line. The response of the organism to the stimulation 
of the line is there to determine what he will look for. He will 
keep his eye on the line because he is continually sawing. The 
process of listening is a process in which we turn the head in 
such a way that we will be able to catch what we are hearing— 
the listening is essential to the hearing. The process of responding 
is always present, determining the way in which we shall receive 
our so-called “impressions.” That is, the organism is not simply 
a something that is receiving impressions and then answering to 
them. It is not a sensitive protoplasm that is simply receiving 
these stimuli from without and then responding to them. The 
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organism is doing something. It is primarily seeking for certain 
stimuli. When we are hungry, we are sensitive to the odors of 
food. When we are looking for a book, we have a memory image 
of the back of the book. Whatever we are doing determines the 
sort of a stimulus which will set free certain responses which 
are there ready for expression, and it is the attitude of action 
which determines for us what the stimulus will be. Then, in the 
process of acting we are continually selecting just what elements 
in the field of stimulation will set the response successfully free. 
We have to carry out our act so that the response as it goes on 
is continually acting back upon the organism, selecting for us just 
those stimuli which will enable us to do what we started to do. 

Out of this stimulus-response concept has developed behav- 
ioristic psychology. Now, there are two ways of elaborating the 
general point of view belonging to behaviorism. One is to con- 
sider the process itself in an external way, or, as the psycholo- 
gists would say, in an objective fashion; just consider the act 
itself and forget about consciousness. Watson is the represent- 
ative of that type of behaviorism. The behaviorist of this 
type is interested simply in the act. He is particularly inter- 
ested in the act as it can be observed from the outside. Watson 
is representative of the so-called scientific psychologist who is 
observing that which can be observed by other scientists. It is 
a type of psychology which was developed first of all in the 
study of animals. There you are necessarily shut off from any 
so-called field of consciousness. You cannot deal with the con- 
sciousness of the animal; you have to study his actions, his 
conduct. And these psychologists carried over the method of 
animal psychology into human psychology. They carried over 
from the study of animal psychology a new and, what seemed 
to be, a very fruitful conception, that of the reflex which could 
be, in their terminology, conditioned—the idea of the condi- 
tioned reflex. 

This goes back, as most of you know, to Pavlov’s dog. Pavlov 
was an objective psychologist who was studying the conduct of 
animals and endeavoring to make a complete statement of that 
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conduct without bringing in the element of consciousness, that 
is, without having to refer to what was called “introspection” to 
understand the act. He took a dog and, by putting food in its 
mouth, collected the saliva that was secreted. If a piece of meat 
was brought within the vision and the sense of odor of the dog, 
then saliva was secreted. The dog was all ready to eat the meat, 
and the glands in the mouth were preparing for the process of 
mastication. Now, taking the dog in that way and bringing the 
meat, he was able to determine just what the effect of this stim- 
ulus was in the production of saliva. Then, when he brought the 
meat to the dog, he also rang a bell. He kept this up long enough 
so that the two experiences would be associated. He did not 
speak of it as the consciousness of the dog but in terms of the 
process of the nervous system; and then he found that, if he 
rang the bell without presenting meat, the same effect was pro- 
duced, that is, the excess of saliva was secreted without actual 
sight or odor of the meat. This particular reflex, then, the secre- 
tion of saliva, was conditioned by the association of the sound of 
the bell with the smell of meat, so that, when the meat was not 
presented, the sound of the bell actually acted as a stimulus in 
place of the smell of the meat itself. 

This conception of conditioned reflex is evidently one that 
can be carried over into all sorts of fields. I will refer to some 
of them by way of illustration. First, take the cry of a baby who, 
for example, is shown a white rat with which he has played 
before without any fear. If the rat was associated with a loud 
sound, the sound, especially if not seen, was a natural stimu- 
lus of fright. If the white rat was presented to the child when 
this sound was produced, the child became frightened; and after- 
ward, when the rat was brought to the child and the sound not 
made, the child was still frightened of the rat. That is, this 
particular reflex of the fright of the child was conditioned by 
the sight and feel of the white rat. This can be carried over to 
a whole set of situations. Take another example from our con- 
ventions. We expect a person to act in a certain sort of way. 
We expect him to be dressed in a certain sort of way. This con- 
duct goes along with a certain type of manners, and these man- 
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ners go along with a certain type of individual. If we meet a 
person whose manners are not those we expect, we have an atti- 
tude toward this person as one who lacks those particular char- 
acteristics. We have conditioned our reflexes by these particular 
conventions, many of them entirely external and having nothing 
to do with the character of the man. We assume that certain 
manners represent courtesy. A great many of the manners have 
nothing to do with courtesy; but they have become so related to 
it that if we find a man who has rough manners, we perhaps 
do not expect courtesy of him. We can carry the conditioned 
reflex over into other fields, such as that of language, where 
we have a set of arbitrary symbols. Certain experiences call for 
certain responses. We can associate with each experience a cer- 
tain arbitrary symbol, a sound, a written word, and we can be- 
come so conditioned that when we hear the sound, see the word, 
we get the attitude which goes with the original experience. 

The conditioned reflex, then, was brought in and used by 
Watson in his attempt to analyze conduct. You see, this makes 
possible analysis without bringing in consciousness as such. You 
do not have to deal with introspection; you do not have to go 
back and ask the person what he thinks, or feels, what imagery 
arises before him. One studies simply his conduct and sees what 
the stimuli are that act upon him under certain conditions. And 
a sort of an analysis can be made of conduct from his stand- 
point. What is of importance in this method is that this type of 
analysis goes back to the conduct of the individual, goes back 
to his behavior, to what he is doing—not to what he is thinking 
and feeling, but what he is doing. 

The other approach is that of Professor Dewey, also from 
the standpoint of the conduct itself, which carries with it the 
various values which we had associated with the term ‘“‘con- 
sciousness.” There arose at this time the question which James 
put so bluntly: “Does consciousness exist?”’ He wrote an article 
under that caption. Is there any such entity as consciousness 
in distinction from the world of our experience? Can we say 
that there is any such thing as consciousness which is a separate 
entity apart from the character of the world itself? The ques- 
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tion, of course, is difficult to answer directly, because the term 
“consciousness” is an ambiguous one. We use it particularly for 
experiences which are represented, we will say, by going to sleep 
and waking up, going under and coming out of the anesthetic, 
in losing and regaining consciousness. We think of it as some- 
thing which is a sort of entity, which is there, which has been, 
under these conditions, submerged and then allowed to appear 
again. That use of consciousness is not essentially different from 
the shutting-off of any field of experience through the senses. 
If one, for example, turns out the lights in the room, he no 
longer experiences the sight of objects about him. We say he 
has lost consciousness of those objects. But you would not speak 
of him as having lost consciousness. He is simply unable to see 
what is there. If he gets farther and farther away from a sound, 
or the sound becomes fainter and fainter, he loses conscious- 
ness of that sound; but he does not lose consciousness in the 
other sense. If we closed up his eyes, shut off his nostrils, ears, 
mouth, shut him off from a whole series of different stimuli, 
even those coming to him from the surface of the body and from 
the visceral tract, he would probably lose consciousness, go to 
sleep. There, you see, the losing of consciousness does not mean 
the loss of a certain entity but merely the cutting-off of one’s 
relations with experiences. Consciousness in that sense means 
merely a normal relationship between the organism and the 
outside objects. And what we refer to as consciousness as such is 
really the character of the object. That is, the object is a bright 
object. If now you close the eyes, there is no bright object there 
any longer. We would say that you have lost consciousness of 
it, or simply that the bright object is not there. When the eyes 
are open, you have access to it; when the eyes close, you have 
access to it no longer. You see, there are two ways of looking at 
this having consciousness of the object. You may regard con- 
sciousness as a something that exists inside of the organism 
somewhere, upon which the influence of certain stimuli come to 
play. You may think of consciousness in terms of impressions 
made upon this spiritual substance in some unexplained fashion 
in the organism. Or you may think of it simply as a relationship 
between the organism and the object itself. 
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James in his answer to, or his attempted answer to, the ques- 
tion, “Does consciousness exist?” lays stress on the relation 
between the experience which the individual has had, that which 
has gone before, and that which follows after. He took the illus- 
tration of a person going to a house and entering the first room. 
Now, that room with its furniture is an experience. You can say 
that it enters his consciousness, if you like; and still you think 
of the room as something there with its pictures, furniture, 
whether he came in or not. If now, the house is burned up by a 
fire, this particular room with its walls and pictures and furni- 
ture has disappeared. The experience which the individual has 
had of the room, however, is not burned up. He remembers it, 
remembers how the pictures were hung upon the walls. This, 
says James, is a cross-section of two histories. And the cross- 
section is identical. The room belongs to the history of the 
house. It has been there since the house was built. It is in that 
particular history. When the person comes into the room, that 
particular room with its furnishings becomes a fact of his his- 
tory. He had been elsewhere yesterday. He comes into that par- 
ticular room, and that room is now a part of his experience; he 
goes out, and it is related to his former experiences. He had 
been in other houses, seen other furniture. He compares pic- 
tures. Each is related, you see, to his history. On the other 
hand, this room also belongs to the history of the house, of the 
architect, of the carpenter. Thus this question of consciousness, 
according to Professor James’s statement, is a question in what 
history this particular entity, so-called consciousness, lies. From 
this point of view the consciousness a man has of the room is 
a cross-section of his history, while the room in the house re- 
garded as a physical affair is a cross-section of the history of 
the house. Here we have a single cross-section answering to both 
of these series. Or there is a coincidence of cross-sections. In that 
case what we would say is that consciousness of the man in 
regard to the room in the house is nothing but a statement of 
that room as it lies in relationship to the man’s own history: 
taken in its relationship to the history of the house, it is physical; 
taken in its relationship to the history of the man, it is a con- 
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These two are not the only implications or meanings of con- 
sciousness. That which represents mental activities of one sort 
or another—of volition, of analytic and synthetic thought, of 
purpose and intention on the one side, and on the other side cer- 
tain contents—has been stated in the past in associational psy- 
chology as states of consciousness. On the one hand, as we have 
seen, the active side can be stated in terms of conduct, while 
that which might be referred to as the passive definition of con- 
sciousness can be regarded as belonging to the object itself. So 
far as such a division of the spoils takes place, consciousness as a 
private affair seems largely to disappear. There are other phases 
of it, as I have said, which we will not refer to now; but these 
two phases, these two conceptions of consciousness, I wanted to 
bring out. One is an active, the other a passive, statement. And 
what I have said is that this active phase, that involved in the 
motor, volitional side, as well as in the process of analysis and 
discrimination, can at least be stated in terms of conduct, of the 
act; and this act can be stated in terms of the organism as such. 
What we refer to as the passive side, the content side, is found to 
lie in the object. It can be regarded, of course, in its relationship 
to the individual. It does belong to his history, though not simply 
to his history but to that of the object as well. When the man is in 
the room, the room is stated in terms of his experience. It is inter- 
preted in terms of memory, of his own anticipation. But still it is 
a room. Without attempting to discuss the various philosophic 
implications of this, I am pointing out that on the one side you 
may speak of consciousness in its passive sense and at the same 
time be thinking of the object, the room itself. 

In some fashion, if we turn to the active side we have impulse 
as perhaps the most fundamental phase of activity; and impulse 
certainly can be given a statement in terms not only of acts but 
also of the organism. There are various fundamental physiologi- 
cal impulses, that of attack and flight, those which gather about 
hunger and sex. These are lodged in the organism itself. James’s 
celebrated theory of the emotions comes back to the reaction to the 
motor attitudes of the organism itself in conditions such as fear, 
hunger, love, joy. That is, fear represents our response to our 


Mind through Behavior 75 


tendency to run away; hatred represents our response to our tend- 
ency to attack. The emotions as such are responses of the organ- 
ism itself to its own attitudes under certain conditions. These 
responses are expressed in more or less violent action. 

What is further involved here, that which James did not bring 
out which Dewey does, is that there is always some inhibition of 
these actions. If one could actually run away before the terrifying 
object, if one could keep ahead of it, so to speak, give full expres- 
sion to the tendency to run, one would not be terrified. If one 
could actually strike the very moment one had tlie impulse to 
strike, he would not be angry. It is the checking of the response 
that is responsible for the emotion, or is essential at least to the 
emotion. Even in the case of joy, if there were no hesitancy about 
the way in which one expressed his happiness, there would not be 
that emotion. ; 

We can approach the emotion, then, from the point of view of 
our own responses to the attitudes of the organism. Here the 
James-Lange theory recognizes the visceral, as well as the motor, 
responses involved in the act. We spoke of the emotion as our 
effective experience of these attitudes. The impulse is something 
that can be stated at least in terms of the response of the organism 
itself. It is, of course, out of the impulse that desires, intentions, 
arise. What is added to the impulse and desire is the image of 
what we intend. And here we seem to find ourselves in what might 
be regarded in an unassailable field of consciousness as such. By 
its very definition imagery would be not the object, but some 
copy of the object; not the past event, but some memory of the 
past event; not future conduct, but a picture of future conduct. 
If you ask, now, where this image is, you would be at a loss to 
locate it. The easiest thing is to say that it is in consciousness, 
whether you put that consciousness in your head or say that you 
cannot locate it spatially. In any case, it is a relationship to some- 
thing in your head. At least, the assumption of our physiological 
psychology is that an image answers to the excitement of certain 
nerve elements which have been excited in past experience. A 
cruder form of physiological psychology assumed that pictures of 

what had happened, were lodged, so to speak, in nerve cells, and, 
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if the organism pressed a button, these pictures would come out. 
But further study revealed the fact that the nerve cells were no 
more than paths and junctions of paths. They should not be re- 
garded as cubbyholes in which memory images or any other im- 
ages are stored away. Just where the image is, is, I say, question- 
able. But you cannot say that the image is not in the objective 
world, for many of them are. 

Here again I am not discussing the various philosophical im- 
plications of this analysis, but merely referring to the fact that 
every book you read has on every page of it your own memory 
images of words you have read before. Your own eye touches a 
line of print perhaps only twice. You take in only a relatively 
small portion of the actual printed line on the page, and the rest 
of it comes from memory images. | have referred to the attitudes 
represented by particles, adverbs, conjunctions, prepositions, the 
“ands,” “buts,” and “thoughs,” which put us in certain attitudes 
of anticipation of a certain sort of word that is expected. The 
context we have gone over gives us a pretty definite anticipation 
of what is going to be there, so that our mind fills in from past 
experience. We have not time enough to read each word by itself. 
There are people, children particularly, whose eyes are bound to 
the page. They have to read word by word; and if they cannot be 
freed from it, they are slow readers and can accomplish little in 
this medium. What we have to do is to make most of what we 
read a contribution of our own. We fill out what we see. That, of 
course, is evident not only at the time. You suddenly find your- 
self in a snarl. You see something which is not there. The proof- 
reader has trained himself to notice the words and letters and not 
the sense. 

Well, that is true not only of the printed page. The faces of our 
acquaintances are largely filled in by our memories of them. We 
notice very little in the outlines of a face with which we are fa- 
miliar. The rest of it comes from memory images. If we are seeing 
a person for the first time, we regard the features in detail, look 
at the whole face; but even then what we see in each case is in 
some sense a sort of type. You could not tell what the types of the 
human face are that you recognize. Yet, there is something about 
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every human face that is in some sense typical, and you fill in 
there. A considerable part of our perceptual world, the world ex- 
isting “out there,” as we say, is made up out of mental images, 
the same stuff that comes before us in revery, only in that case 
we are looking at it from the point of view of imagination. These 
images actually go to make up objects we see and feel. 

The imagery cannot all be put into a consciousness that is 
distinct from the world about us. It goes back, as I say, to James’s 
question as to whether consciousness as such exists. We have 
again a type of experience which from one point of view belongs 
to the external world and from another point of view to the his- 
tory of the particular individual. Without attempting to discuss 
the question further, I simply want to emphasize the fact that the 
former is the passive side of our experience, which we ordinarily 
term “‘consciousness,” but-which under various conditions we do 
not consider as consciousness but as the object. If you should take 
away the so-called imagery from what you say you immediately 
see, from that which answers to what falls on the retina, to the 
sounds you actually hear, you would find that you have bare 
skeletal elements; most of the flesh and blood, of the content of 
the world about you, would have been taken out. What you call 
the meaning of it will go also. The distinction you make between 
what we call consciousness and what we call the world is really a 
functional distinction. It is not a static one. You cannot, then, cut 
off any particular field of content in our ordinary experience of 
the world and say, “This is my consciousness as such. This is a 
certain stuff which belongs inside of my head and not to the 
world.” There are times at which it is inaccessible. But the printed 
page you see you hand to your friend, who reads it also. A large 
part of what he reads is his mental image, and what you read is 
your mental image; and yet you say you are reading the same 
page. 

If one approaches the problem of psychology simply from the 
standpoint of trying to find out what takes place in the experience 
of the individual as an individual, you get a surer clue if you take 
the man’s action than if you take certain static contents and say 
these are the consciousness of the man and that these have to be 
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approached by introspection to be reached. If you want to find 
out what the man is doing, what he is, you will get it a good deal 
better if you will get into his conduct, into his action. And you 
come back there to certain of his impulses, those impulses which 
become desires, plus his mental images, which from one stand- 
point are his own but from another standpoint represent certain 
of his past experiences, or part of his future experience. So-called 
objective or behavioristic psychology undertakes to examine the 
acts of the man from outside without trying to get them by intro- 
spection as such, although introspection, as I shall show, has a 
certain definite meaning even for behavioristic psychology. 

I have already referred to accessibility. There are certain very 
genuine experiences which belong to physical objects and yet 
which are accessible only to the individual himself, notably, a 
toothache. There is an aching tooth, no question about it; and 
yet, though others can see the tooth and the dentist can tap it, it 
aches only for the individual in whose head it is located, and 
much as he would like to, he cannot transfer that ache to some- 
body else. There are, of course, a whole series of experiences of 
which that is typical, which are accessible alone to the person 
having them, What I want to point out is that you have no ques- 
tion about the aching tooth, no question about the members of 
your body. Your hands have certain definite characteristics for 
you. They can be seen by others, but you have the only inside 
approach to them. And that feeling is one which is just as genu- 
inely a feeling of an object as is that of a table. You feel the table, 
and you feel your hand. Your hand is softer and warmer than the 
table. Your hand is not as large as the table. All sorts of distinc- 
tions can be made. You are feeling your hand as a physical object, 
but one having a peculiar character, and that character which it 
has is one which is accessible only to yourself. Nobody else can 
get that feel of your hand which you have, and yet that does not 
make you regard it as less genuinely there. You do not put the 
feel of your hand in your brain. You may assume that that feel is 
dependent on what is in your brain, but what the hand is involves 
the actual character that it itself has. Well now, if anybody else 
comes up and feels the table, he has a sense of the same table; 
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but this approach to the feeling is peculiar to the individual. The 
mere fact of the accessibility to the experience you have of parts 
of your own body does not lodge them, so to speak, in a con- 
sciousness which is located in the brain or somewhere else. It 
simply means certain objects are accessible to ee which are not 
accessible to anybody else. 

There are various phases of nature which lie betwixt and be- 
tween. Take the beauty of a landscape as an instance. From one 
point of view it is the response of the individual himself and 
seems to be accessible only to him, but the painter and the poet 
succeed seemingly in making it accessible to those who enjoy the 
picture and the poem. This is more or less debatable. All I want 
to insist on is that mere accessibility is not in itself evidence of 
something that belongs to a consciousness. It is much safer, even 
in such fields as these, to come back to the conduct of the indi- 
vidual if you are going to study him than to come back to some- 
thing he reports to you by means of introspection. 

Without discussing the various logical and metaphysical 
snarls involved, we will say that the space about us is public. We 
are all living in the same spatial world and have experiences of 
the same world. When it comes to a question of color, the thing 
seems to be dubious, for one man does not see certain colors 
which another man does see. We seem to have a case there where 
the color is private while the space is public. And yet, you cannot 
possibly separate the space from the color. And, while you may 
say that the space which one person perceives has a different de- 
gree of brightness from another, we would not hesitate to call 
those spaces public. But there is also something definitely private. 
Take a man’s intentions, for example. We do not know what he is 
going to do. He has an advantage over us on that account. This 
is notable in the case of warfare, or in the case of a man who is 
making a feint when he is boxing. The intent which the person 
has is not evident to the other person. He may make a guess at it, 
but it is only the person who is going to strike who knows def- 
initely what he intends to do. This is also true of intent not simply 
in such a situation but in all our intercourse with other people. 
We have a pretty genuine idea, as a rule, of what we are going 
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to say when we are talking; but the person to whom we are talk- 
ing probably does not. He may guess from past experience; but, 
as a rule, what a person is going to say would in some sense pre- 
sent a problem to the other person while it would be present in 
the mind of the one who is going to say it. It is not public prop- 
erty. 

That is also true in very large degree of certain types of men- 
tal imagery. There is a field, a sort of an inner forum, in which 
we are the only spectators and the only actors. In that field each 
one of us confers with himself. We carry on something of a 
drama. If a person retires to a secluded spot and sits down to 
think, he talks to himself. He asks and answers questions. He de- 
velops his ideas and arranges and organizes those ideas as he 
might do in conversation with somebody else. He may prefer talk- 
ing to himself to talking to somebody else. He is a more apprecia- 
tive audience, perhaps. The process is not essentially different in 
these two cases, that is, of thinking and of talking to somebody 
else. It is essentially the same sort of a process. But the activity, 
such as it is, is not of the same sort. When you do talk to your- 
self, you do not ordinarily do it out loud. Sometimes you do talk 
out loud, and somebody else hears you. But, as a rule, when you 
talk to yourself, you depend on subtle motor and muscular meth- 
ods of articulation. Supposing that conversation which takes place 
by such imagery as that is only accessible to the man carrying it 
on. He takes different roles. He asks questions and meets them; 
presents arguments and refutes them. He does it himself, and it 
lies inside of the man himself. It has not yet become public. But 
it is a part of the act which does become public. We will say he is 
thinking out what he is going to say in an important situation, an 
argument which he is going to present in court, a speech in the 
legislature. That process which goes on inside of him is only the 
beginning of the process which is finally carried on in an assem- 
bly. It is just a part of the whole thing, and the fact that he talks 
to himself rather than to the assembly is simply an indication of 
the beginning of a process which is carried on outside. 

Well now, that process of talking to one’s self—of thinking, 
as we say—is a process which we speak of as involving discrim- 
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ination, analysis. Analysis may be a very physical affair. We can 
smash up an object by means of a hammer and analyze it. We can 
take it into the laboratory and use more subtle methods of dis- 
integration. But we are analyzing the object either way. We may 
analyze a thing for somebody else. He wants to find something in 
it which he cannot see, and we point it out. We point at the par- 
ticular part of the object he is to take hold of. Now, that pointing 
is a process of analyzing the object. For him it is the selection of 
some part of the object to the neglect of other parts, so that he 
can get hold of it. Indicating by the finger is just as much analy- 
sis as breaking up by a hammer or by chemical reagents. There 
are various ways of pointing at things. There are people among 
certain native tribes who can point at things by their own fea- 
tures, their lips, eyes, the way in which they turn their head. I 
have seen people carry on rather elaborate conversations that 
way. The ordinary way in which we do our pointing is by means 
of vocal gestures. Pointing of the finger is a physical gesture. 
Words are gestures by means of which we indicate things; 
and, just insofar as we indicate things by means of our gestures, 
we are analyzing just as really as if we put them into a test tube 
of acid or as if we took our hammer and smashed the thing up to 
find out its different elements. It is a process of analyzing some 
element by means of our conduct. Thinking, as such, can at least 
be stated. I am finding all sorts of problems which can be brought 
up. Even the most recondite intellectual processes come back to 
the things we do; and, of course, for an intelligent human being 
his thinking is the most important part of what he does and the 
larger part of that thinking is a process of the analysis of situa- 
tions, finding out just what it is that ought to be attacked, what 
has to be avoided. We have to take the situation to pieces, think 
it out; and that process may be a process of pointing or of vocal 
gestures which indicate certain elements in it. Those vocal ges- 
tures are the indication of the elements which will lead to certain 
responses. One of the principal differences between a dog and a 
man is that, as a rule, we cannot point out to a dog what we want 
him to give attention to. If you can find out what the dog’s inter- 
ests are, you may be able to point something out to him; but if 
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you want to have the dog tell time, you can never get him to look 
at a watch and notice where the hands of the watch are. Even if a 
person does not know what a watch is, you can indicate to a hu- 
man individual the face of the watch and get him to see the 
meaning of it. That part of our thinking process, the power of 
analysis by means of gestures, is the most important part; and 
we can say, if you like, that we carry that on inside of our heads. 
The sense in which we do that is to use these pointers, these vocal 
gestures, the words which we utilize, to point out certain features 
in a situation; but we do that inside of ourselves. Occasionally, 
people do hear us. We talk out loud. But as a rule they do not 
hear us, and we reply to the gestures that we make with other 
gestures; and in that fashion we get our plan of action made for 
ourselves. 

Well, that is the way in which behavioristic psychology, if car- 
ried out consistently enough, can cover the field of psychology 
without bringing in the dubious conception of consciousness. 
There are matters which are accessible only to the individual, but 
even these cannot be identified with consciousness as such be- 
cause we find we are continually utilizing them as making up our 
world. What you can do is to get at the organism as something 
that you can study. Now it is true that you cannot tell what a man 
is thinking about unless he chooses to tell. If he tells, you have 
access to that as well as he has; and you know what he is going 
to do, and it can enter into your own conduct. You can get at your 
own conduct and at the conduct of other people by considering 
that conduct in an objective sort of fashion. That is what behav- 
ioristic psychology is trying to do, trying to avoid the ambiguity 
of the term “consciousness.” And what is of importance about 
this psychology is that it carries us back, as I have said, to the act 
as such. It considers the organism as active. It is out of the in- 
terest in the act itself and the relationship of thought to the act 
itself that the last phase of more recent philosophy dealt with 
above, that is, pragmatism, arises. Out of the type of psychology 
which you may call “behavioristic” came a large part of the stim- 
ulus for a pragmatic philosophy. There were several sources, of 
course; but that is one of the principal ones. 


Part IV 


THE PROCESS OF MIND 


IN NATURE 


Effect of Modern Physical Science 
on the Concept of Mind 


TuREE logically disparate factors have largely influenced 
the conception of mind entertained since the period of the Renais- 
sance: the bifurcation of nature, the relation of the object of 
experience to the experiencing individual, and the location of 
contents in experience which have no definite place in an abstract 
physical environment. 

The conception of nature which was introduced by Galileo, 
through his doctrine of dynamics, reduced it to a statement of 
matter in motion. Matter was conceived of as that which effec- 
tively occupies space, that is, resists the tendency of anything 
else to occupy the place which is occupied by the body in ques- 
tion; possesses inertia, that is, the tendency to remain in the state 
of rest or motion in which it is found; has mass, that is, has a 
quantity which can be measured, given equal density with other 
things with which it is compared, by the amount of space occu- 
pied; and has mobility, that is, the ability to pass from one place 
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to another provided its inertia is overcome. There were, of course, 
other characters of matter which had to be recognized, notably 
the characters of chemical substances, heat, and those of elec- 
tricity. Heat was resolved into motion of the physical particles of 
which the objects of experience are made up. The electrodynamic 
theory of matter undertakes to state chemical characters in terms 
of the changes which result from the structure of so-called chemi- 
cal substances out of the two sorts of electrical particles, positive 
and negative, which it assumes are the ultimate constituents of 
matter. If nature is ultimately made up of positive and negative 
particles of electricity which possess mass and inertia, the only 
other character which it has, apart from the aggregations of these 
particles and their motions, is that of the differences of the posi- 
tive and negative particles, which can be stated in terms of mass, 
volume, and motion. 

The more or less tacit acceptance of this doctrine that the 
reality of material nature can be reduced to terms of extended 
matter in motion carries with it the implication that these char- 
acters of nature which are not those of the effective occupation of 
space, motion, and the results of these, such as momentum, and 
in general what are called expressions of energy, do not reside in 
nature. Color, sound, temperature as felt, odor, taste, as well as 
all the affective characters of things, could not reside in nature in 
its reality. The simplest treatment of such characters was to place 
them in mind, as the effects on mind of the action of a nature 
which was nothing but matter in motion. 

The organism that mediates between nature and mind is itself 
a natural object and must, therefore, on this conception be stated 
in terms of matter in motion. The study of it in its mediation be- 
tween nature and mind can show the natural processes which go 
on within it when these characters of things, which must be re- 
garded as mental, arise. Thus there arose a physiological psy- 
chology. It found itself with a further task upon its hands. These 
so-called secondary qualities of things could not be separated 
from the primary qualities—those answering to the real charac- 
ters of natural objects (effective occupation of space, mass, iner- 
tia, and motion), at least insofar as our perception of them was 
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concerned. The same sort of a biologic process goes on in our 
perception of things as extended and inert and moving that goes 
on in our perception of things as colored and sounding. If color 
and sound were mental, why should not extension, inertia, mass, 
and motion be mental? And Berkeley drew the logical conclusion 
that nature in all its characters is mental. Hume pointed out that, 
while we might be forced into taking this position by logical pro- 
cedure from the premises from which we started, we could not 
preserve this belief the moment we stopped philosophizing; and 
science continued to pursue its account of nature unperturbed by 
the difficulties which its generally accepted doctrines had upon 
the theory of mind. 

What I wish to point out is that the theory of mind found it- 
self obliged to make a place for contents which, for immediate 
experience, belong as definitely to the outer object as those char- 
acters which science conceives to be the nature of the things that 
are entirely independent of mind. 

The mechanical theory of nature which has dominated mod- 
ern science seems bound to state the relations of minds to matter 
and of matter to minds in terms of mechanical processes which by 
their nature leave no place for mind and so-called mental proc- 
esses. As all mechanical processes can be exhaustively stated in 
terms of matter in motion, there is no place in its equations for 
the so-called states of consciousness which became necessary to 
state the contents of the secondary qualities of things—the effects 
which objects have upon the mind through the medium of the 
organism, the imagery which could not be stated in terms of mat- 
ter and motion, together with the affective characters of things. 
The logical account of such a situation appeared in a parallelism 
which assumed conscious states accompanying certain material 
conditions of the nervous system regarded as a part of a mechan- 
ical whole. These conscious states could have no place in the me- 
chanical description of nature. The connections between mind and 
things became simply that of the simultaneous appearance of cer- 
tain physical particles in motion and certain conscious states, the 
former being the conditions for the appearance of the latter. One 
of the results of this conception has been to translate all conscious 
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activity into states of consciousness which merely accompany the 
nervous phases of motions in the body. In general, the connec- 
tions between the experiencing individual and the things experi- 
enced—conceived in their physical reality—were reduced to a pas- 
sive conditioning of states of consciousness by a mechanical 
nature. 

Into such a mind was carried, as previously indicated, what- 
ever in nature could not be stated in terms of matter in motion. 
This included not simply the so-called secondary qualities but 
also the whole content of imagery which goes so largely into our 
perceptual objects, and especially all the aesthetic and other emo- 
tional and affective characters of things. The result of this was to 
force upon the mind the presentation of the world of actual expe- 
rience with all its characters, except, perhaps, the so-called pri- 
mary characters of things. Mind had, therefore, a representa- 
tional world that was supposed to answer to the physical world, 
and the connection between this world and the physical world 
remained a mystery. 


Pragmatic Reactions to a Scientific 
Inspired Dualism 


The unsatisfactory result of this division of nature between 
mind and the physical universe led to the objective idealistic sys- 
tems in which nature was taken entirely into mind, not as the 
representation of an actual or possible reality outside of mind, 
but as the sum total of reality, the subject-object relation existing 
not between mind and what lies outside of mind but between dif- 
ferent phases of the spiritual process of reality. The undertaking 
failed, for one reason, because it identified the process of reality 
with cognition, while experience shows that the reality which cog- 
nition seeks lies outside of cognition, was there before cognition 
arose, and exists independent of cognition after knowledge has 
been attained. 

Two modern trends of thought have appeared seeking to rec- 
ognize the independence of nature and cognition and, at the same 
time, to return to nature the content which had been placed in 
mind. Realism has reduced cognition to an awareness by mind 
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of all the aspects of nature, asserting that all of these—secondary 
qualities as well as the primary qualities—simply enter into mind 
and depart from it without being affected by the contact. The 
other trend, that of pragmatism, regards cognition as simply a 
phase of conduct, denying any awareness to immediate experi- 
ence. It is the relation of mind to body from the standpoint of 
pragmatism that I wish to consider. 

Two pragmatic doctrines have definite bearing on the relation 
of mind and body. These are (a) that the so-called percept in 
immediate experience is the object, there being no mental state 
of awareness answering to the object, and (6) that reflection, in- 
cluding cognition and thought, is a phase of conduct within which 
conflicts between reactions are met by reorganization of the en- 
vironment and of the tendencies within the organism to respond 
to it—the validity of the reorganization, and therefore of the ob- 
ject of reflection, being tested by the success of the reconstruction. 
It follows from these doctrines that in immediate experience there 
is no mind, in the sense of reflection, the relation that answers to 
that between mind and body being that between a social animal 
and its environment. 

This relation will lie between things in the environment (or 
the environment as a whole of which the things are constituent 
parts) and the individual as another thing. The dividing line be- 
tween the environment and the individual in immediate experi- 
ence is functional. The individual acts, and that upon which and 
within which he acts is the environment. The hair that he has cut, 
the tooth that he has pulled, and the foot that he bathes belong to 
the environment. The organism that effects these processes is the 
individual. The contents of the things in the environment are 
their colors, sounds, tactual qualities, odors, and tastes, their 
beauty or ugliness, their meanings and values, including charac- 
ters of past and anticipated experience that go to make up the 
object. The content of the individual in immediate experience 
seems to shrink to the efforts and strains involved in attention, 
postures, and movements of the body, with such boundaries as 
actual or anticipated contacts define. This statement has refer- 
ence to what are called physical things as distinguished from 
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social things. The social environment is a narrower one than the 
physical environment. The physical environment also includes the 
social environment, that is, social things are also physical things. 
But persons, or selves, are things in our immediate experience, 
and the individual in that social environment of things is himself 
a person, or, better, a self. The same distinction between things 
in the environment and the individual holds here that holds be- 
tween the physical things and the physical individual in whose 
environment they lie. This amounts to saying that social objects, 
or persons, are immediately present in experience, or, in custom- 
ary psychological language, are perceived. The social individual 
or self exists in his efforts and tensions in social conduct toward 
the social individuals that have all the characters that belong to 
them as neighbors, members of families, or other groups. They 
have besides these characters those of physical beings. The bound- 
aries of social things and of the individual as a social being are 
determined by contacts in social conduct. Social conduct presup- 
poses a group of animals whose life-processes are determined in 
considerable part by the actions and the consequences of these 
actions on the part of one another. These actions called out by 
the peculiar characters, postures, and gestures of the different 
members of the group constitute social conduct. It is important 
to note that in immediate experience the environment and the 
things within it extend both spatially and temporally, that things 
are therefore at distances from one another, that they change 
qualitatively and move, and that these relations of extension in 
immediate experience are always with reference to the here and 
the now of the individual that answers to the particular environ- 
ment. Things exist immediately at a distance, and they occur 
immediately before and after one another. Spatiotemporal inter- 
vals are judged and criticized in reflective experience, but, in 
order that they may be judged, they must exist immediately and 
in the organization centered about the here and now of the indi- 
vidual implied in the experience. 

The other characters of things besides those of extension, 
those in psychological terminology termed sensuous, and the 
meanings and other values, are subject also to the organization 
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of environment and individual. In immediate experience the im- 
port of this determining nature of the relation between environ- 
ment and the individual appears in the differences in all the fore- 
going fields which results from the different positions, sensings, 
and acts of attention of the individual. The individual opens his 
eyes, changes his position, and directs his attention, so that the 
characters of things may become different. Furthermore, the mean- 
ings and other values of things are relative to the particular act in 
which in immediate experience the individual exists as an agent. 
The action of the individual in all the fields of so-called experi- 
ence is selective. The contents of things in immediate experience 
are in a considerable degree dependent upon the individual as 
acting, as an agent. In this sense the environment of the individ- 
ual is relative to the individual. If an individual sees two objects 
where there should be one, or the reflection of an object in a mir- 
ror, or a circular object as an ellipse, or a straight stick in water 
as bent, he may turn his head, or move to another position, or 
move the object so as to see the object as it is; but he feels no 
inclination to place the double objects, the reflection, the ellip- 
tical coin, or the bent stick, in himself, except insofar as the in- 
clination may be logical, owing to a reflective philosophical atti- 
tude. In immediate experience these so-called illusory aspects of 
things are in the environment. In most cases they are adequate 
stimuli to normal conduct. They are so genuinely in the environ- 
ment that, when we undertake for doctrinal reasons to place them 
‘in a consciousness, we find that they take the whole environment 
with them. We are not disturbed by having two distinguishable 
visual images occupy the same place at the same time in inade- 
quately focused binocular vision. The afterimage or aftervision of a 
bright object may be placed at different places in the environ- 
ment, and we may thus vary its dimensions. We are in the same 
domain of perceptual experience when we recognize the content 
of memory imagery in the object. We see on the printed page 
words, light from which never reaches the retina. We see the face 
of an acquaintance, only to discover that a so-called image has 
filled out the indistinct vision of another person. We see things 
hard and cold and smooth and succulent, and there are sensuous 
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contents present that bear the same immediate relation to the in- 
dividual as do those of vision. When we recall the tenuous images 
of a past vivid experience, these images are out there somewhere 
in the environment, in no way disturbing the vision of things we 
say to be actually there. In dreams such images occupy the whole 
field of immediate experience, and in hallucinations they com- 
pete with other experiences for what we call reality. 


The Act in Relation to Distance and 
Contact Experiences 


Our primary adjustment to an environment lies in the act 
which determines the relation between the individual and the en- 
vironment. An act is an ongoing event that consists of stimulation 
and response and the results of the response. Back of these lie the 
attitudes and impulses of the individual which are responsible 
for his sensitiveness to the particular stimulus and for the ade- 
quacy of the response. It is the adequacy of the response which 
in immediate experience determines the reality of the stimulation. 
Things are not real as seen or heard or smelled; they are real as 
actually or potentially experienced through contact. 

In immediate experience events are present in a temporal as 
well as a spatial thickness. The psychological term for this tem- 
poral thickness is the specious present, and this involves an actual 
duration of things in which, to use Whitehead’s expression, an 
event extends over other events that make it up. A reflective anal- 
ysis of this duration breaks it up into instants without temporal 
thickness that have no relation except that of succession. A group 
of such instantaneous events can have no inner durational con- 
nection with one another, such as that of whole and parts, since 
each event has ceased to exist before the next arises. We replace 
in reflection the actual wholeness of durational experience in two 
ways: either by a thought-conspectus of the succession of instan- 
taneous events or by the conception of a persistent force which 
finds expression in the events. The conspectus reveals uniformi- 
ties of change, which become the scientific content of the concept 
of force. The reflective judgments that belong to such a scientific 
procedure are on a different logical level from judgments of per- 
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ception, though the term “judgment” in immediate experience is 
probably a misnomer. There is, however, in immediate experi- 
ence, with its actual durational connection of stimulation and re- 
sponse, a fulfilment of the former by the latter that I take to be 
the basis for the reflective judgments of reality. The response is 
functionally the reality of the stimulation; the end of the act the 
reality of its beginning. The stimulation implies the response. 
The fundamental expression of this is found in the location of the 
reality of the distance experience in contact experience. The com- 
pletion of any act called out by a distant object would, if all its 
tendencies were carried out, eventuate in contact objects. 

The contacts which are the realities of distant experience are, 
however, the means for further action, either in the completion of 
fundamental biologic acts, such as that of eating, or in the media- 
tion of more complex acts. Contacts in immediate experience are 
in themselves never ultimates. If we set them up in a mechanical 
science as the reality of the world, we must remember that in 
conduct they always look beyond themselves to further conduct. 

Recurring to the values of the different elements in the per- 
ceptual object, it is to be noted that distance stimulation has in it 
the promise of later experience that justifies or validates it. This 
later actual or imaged experience is of the same nature as that of 
the contacts which we are immediately experiencing, in which the 
distance characters disappear. The world of reality that we as- 
sume to be existing at any one moment of experience is, then, of 
a contact character—things that could be handled, or the divi- 
sions of these contact objects which science sets up as its hypothe- 
ses. Insofar as our judgments of perceptions and those of reflec- 
tion place these contact contents in the objects, they have neces- 
sarily removed their distance characters, for the contact character 
implies that the distance has been surmounted and that the result 
of the act has substituted the realities of contact for the begin- 
nings of the act. It is true that we can generally see what we feel, 
but the sight is only an invitation to manipulation. However, this 
vision of the object that we at the same time manipulate is of fun- 
damental importance. It is the maximum vision toward which all 
visions of the object expand as it approaches us or we approach 
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it and is that visual content which does not perceptibly vary in 
the perceptual field. Even this visual content varies as we permit 
the eyes to approach or withdraw from the object, but within the 
field of manipulation the import of these variations disappears 
because we can always identify the seen thing with the dimen- 
sions of the felt thing. Having made this identification, we pro- 
ceed to use the richer content of visual experience to identify the 
same object in different positions and the finer discriminations of 
vision for the higher degrees of exactness in measurement. The 
processes of so-called exact measurement are indirect and depend 
upon the probabilities of variation, but back of them lies the as- 
sumption of an application in actual or imagined contact experi- 
ence of some sort of a unit measure. This contact extensional 
experience remains the same wherever we are, while visual ex- 
perience varies with every change of position. The uniform space 
of a measurable world is, therefore, a contact space. 

It is further evident that such a uniform space must also be 
a timeless space, for we assume the completion of all the acts 
which perception implies, and, if they are all completed, the time 
which their normal carrying-out would involve must be annihi- 
lated. A uniform space can be obtained only by the sacrifice of 
time. But time does exist. What has been termed “judgment of 
perception” (the implication that a contact experience does or 
will validate the distance stimulation) does not in immediate ex- 
perience remove the distance—say, visual—character of the ob- 
ject from the realm of existence or even substitute the contact 
character, which validates it, for the distance content. The col- 
ored, sounding, odorous world is there. The individual, apart 
from the effort involved in reaction, seems to be represented by 
the “here” and the “now” and by the control which he exercises 
over the contents of the environment through selective attention. 
This orientation and selective attention are, however, but phases 
of the act. There is nothing in this nature of the individual which 
suggests transferring any of these characters of an environment 
which is there at a distance to the individual. The fact that what 
is felt is not, as felt, colored or sounding, does not suggest that 
color and sound are not in the object as it exists at a distance, 
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though the ultimate contact experience is the justification for the 
action which they call out—for their being, in other words, dis- 
tant objects. Nor is there any problem in the relation of the dis- 
tant stimulations to the individual in immediate experience. What 
is later interpreted as an epistemological problem appears here 
simply in getting adequate stimulation and in hesitancy to re- 
sponse in the presence of different stimuli. Nor is there any sug- 
gestion in the success or failure of the act that what are later 
termed the logical and affective values of the objects can be trans- 
ferred to the individual. There is at this stage in conduct no prob- 
lem of mind and body. So far as the self exists at this stage, it is a 
part of the environment like the body, or it is the active individ- 
ual in social responses. 


The Function of the Self in Conduct 


The essential condition for the appearance of what has 
been conceived of as mind is that the individual in acting with 
reference to the environment should, as part of that action, be 
acting with reference to himself, so that his action would include 
himself as an object. This does not mean that the individual 
should simply act with reference to parts of his organism, even 
when that action is social, but it does mean that the whole action 
toward the object upon which attention is centered includes as a 
part of this action a reaction toward the individual himself. If this 
is attained, the self as an object becomes a part of the acting in- 
dividual, that is, the individual has attained what is called self- 
consciousness—a self-consciousness that accompanies his conduct 
or may accompany a portion of his conduct. 

There are two things to point out here: one is the function of 
making the individual himself an object in his own act; the other 
is the mechanism of this conduct. 

The making of an individual an object to himself is not found 
in immediate experience. In immediate experience the introduc- 
tion of one’s self into the act is hampering and embarrassing. In 
conduct within which readjustment must take place before the act 
is completed, there is at least a place for such an involution as 
that of making one’s self an object in acting with reference to the 
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environment. Given such a situation, in which because of conflict, 
readjustment must take place, the function of making one’s self 
an object seems to lie entirely in so pointing out to one’s self the 
different characters of things that a readjustment of responses will 
become possible. Control in intelligent conduct takes place 
through attentive selection of stimulations. There is no direct 
control of the response. Control is secured through the finding 
and emphasizing of the appropriate stimuli in their relation to 
one another. Selective attention may be given to different features 
of the objective field, without the individual pointing them out 
to himself. Under these conditions a readjustment may take place 
without what we term “reflection.” This is the solution of prob- 
lems by trial and error. 

In the trial-and-error solution studied in the experimentation 
on animals, we find that a number of trials with failure are neces- 
sary to inhibit the wrong response, while the intelligent human 
individual does not simply repeat the response that has failed. In 
the experience of the lower animal the memory image of the fail- 
ure does not arise to inhibit the response until repeated failures 
have taken place. The human individual in indicating himself as 
carrying out an act provides a suitable content for the attachment 
of the memory image. This is to be recognized not only in experi- 
mentation upon animals but also in our own conduct. There is a 
considerable field of our conduct where we also proceed by trial 
and error. This is true in the acquirement of a great deal of our 
manual skill in games or in the control of such mechanisms as the 
bicycle or musical instruments. We gain the control after repeated 
failures which we can correct only gradually. What appears upon 
analysis of this conduct is that the individual cannot indicate to 
himself exactly what he is doing, or what is the same thing, ex- 
actly to what stimulus he is responding. He does not present him- 
self as responding to a specific stimulus in a definite fashion. The 
identification of the self with a certain act serves to isolate it and 
render it definite, so that the results of past experience enter into 
it to control its further expression. In the situation noted above, 
in which one acquires manual skill by the trial-and-error process, 
what is experienced is that one cannot tell what one has done that 


MindinNature 97 


has been responsible for one’s failure. The individual is unable to 
identify himself with a specific response. He repeats the same 
inept motions until gradually he finds himself adjusting himself 
to the field of stimulation, responding to characters that he has 
not noted, but still without being able to identify himself with a 
specific response or to determine just what it is to which he re- 
sponds in his successful acts. But where stimulus and response de- 
fine each other clearly, as in leaping over a ditch, or in pounding 
with a hammer, there he can indicate to himself the stimulus, the 
self to which it is indicated appearing in the tendency to leap or 
strike. When the tendency is for the moment inhibited, the results 
of past experience arise and he finds himself noting to himself 
elements in the object which were present in the earlier experi- 
ence, at the same time identifying himself with the varied re- 
sponse, or tendency to respond, which these characters call out, 
saying, “I cannot jump it,” or “The hammer is out of my reach.” 
The effect is not simply to leave the individual in an attitude of 
defeat against a forbidding environment as a whole, but with a 
specific object (an unjumpable ditch, a hammer out of reach) 
while the rest of the environment is freed from this atmosphere 
of defeat and is ready to call out other reactions. There is a fur- 
ther result, namely, that the ongoing process of advance to a dis- 
tant goal (such as driving the nail) is present as a self that is 
seeking to advance in some other way than by direct progress, 
that is seeking to drive the nail by some other method than by an 
immediate seizing of the hammer. 

The general result is that other tendencies to action are freed 
to sensitize us to additional stimulations. The psychological ele- 
ments of an object are a definite stimulation answering to a def- 
inite response plus the results of past experience of the response. 
The object is a collapsed act. It is when these results of past expe- 
rience have attached themselves to the stimulations that we find a 
field of objects within which we can act intelligently. The con- 
flict, together with its inhibition, breaks up these objects, and it 
is not until new objects have arisen that intelligent conduct can 
proceed. What is essential to this reconstruction is such an analy- 
sis of a complex that that which has checked the whole act may be 
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identified with the specific part of the act to which it belongs, for 
it is only when a definite tendency to respond answers to a stim- 
ulation that it becomes a distinct part of the field of perception 
and can assimilate the memory images of past experience. To 
isolate a part of a complex act is, then, to expose the field to the 
independent sensitizing influence of the other tendencies which 
were so organized that they acted under the conditions set by the 
whole act. The immediate function of the appearance of the self 
in experience is that of analyzing the complex response, in the 
face of conflict, so that a new field of objects may appear together 
with a reconstructed act. This takes place through the identifica- 
tion of the self with the defeated element of the act, and then with 
the entire act, deprived of this element, seeking to reorganize it- 
self out of elements freed from the former organization, sensitiz- 
ing us to characters in the field of stimulation to which we would 
otherwise not have responded, that is, which would not otherwise 
have existed as objects for us in the environment. 

The further function of the self as an object in the field of ac- 
tion is to be found in the attention to the universal character of 
the object in the environment, and its abstraction by means of 
symbols of communication in the form of what is called ideas. 

Whatever endures in the midst of the passing of events 
(whether this be some sensuous content that persists while other 
characters come and go, or a structure of the thing that admits 
of change of content, or an aesthetic, logical, or ethical content 
that persists while other characters shift) is insofar universal, for 
it is a character of which there are a number of instances and of 
which there might be an indefinite number. Within the structure 
of the thing these universals can also disappear while the struc- 
ture remains, since there may be what are called more inclusive 
and less inclusive universals. It is these persistent characters 
which can be indicated to others or to one’s self, for only that 
which persists can be indicated. That which is indicated must last 
while attention is held upon it and directed toward it. Such an 
indication of a character by a specific social gesture, generally 
vocal, with the tendency to respond to the character pointed out, 
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is what is called an idea that answers to the universal content. It 
is the attitude of response to these universal characters which 
answers to them in the individual. The responses are universal 
because they may be called out by any number of different stim- 
uli and so answer to that universal character in the object which 
calls them out. In the experience of individuals they are the cri- 
teria by which we identify the universal characters in things. 
Whatever one tends to sit down in is a chair. Whatever one places 
in a scale of colors is a certain blue. We identify the universal 
contents in things by presenting ourselves as responding to them, 
and we call these responses aroused by the significant symbols of 
social gestures, or language, the meanings of things. It is because 
we can summon ourselves, as organizations of responses, into the 
field of experience by means of these symbols, that we are able to 
isolate these meanings and so further the reorganization of our 
responses in a plan of action. 

The mechanism of bringing the self as an object into the field 
of experience implies two things: first, that the individual indi- 
cates things and their characters to others, and second, that the 
stimulus of which he makes use is one to which he tends to re- 
spond in the same fashion as that in which the others respond. 
Such stimuli are found chiefly among the vocal gestures, which 
thus become language symbols, significant symbols. Back of this 
developed process of speech lies that long process in infancy of 
stimulating one’s self by one’s own social conduct and attitudes 
to play the parts which one’s conduct and attitudes call out in 
those about one. It is a process which has passed under the mis- 
nomer of imitation. It leads through play to the building-up of 
these responses in the roles of others into a self or personality. In 
this part of the self the child indicates to himself what he wants 
and can discuss with himself things and actions from the varied 
standpoints which these different responses represent. Thus in the 
experience of the individual a self has arisen to serve the func- 
tions of reflectively attaching to things and their characters the 
results of past experience and of indicating and isolating the 
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The Nature of Mental Processes 


It is evident that the mental processes are just those 
phases of conduct into which the self as an object has come to 
deepen and render significant our analysis and to make possible 
the rational solution of our problems. So far as the significant 
symbols which the individual uses are stimuli to his own re- 
sponses these processes lie in the individual. So far as things, 
characters, and imagery are indicated, the processes extend be- 
yond the individual. The locus of mind is not in the individual. 
Mental processes are fragments of the complex conduct of the in- 
dividual in and on his environment. The objects and contents of 
the objects are as much in the environment in the reflective proc- 
esses as in those of immediate experience. What has taken place 
in the reflective phase of human experience is this: the actual de- 
pendence of the environment upon the individual, which is not 
present in immediate experience but which has always existed in 
the relations of living forms to their environments, has, through 
the appearance in experience of the self as an object, passed into 
the control which the individual exercises over the environment. 
We have referred to two phases of this control. One of these is 
the appearance of new objects through the reference of failures in 
response to the specific stimulations that call out the response. 
The double reference of past experiences of the act to the objects 
and to the self puts at the disposal of the individual results of re- 
sponses in their relation to what called them out but do not, or 
may not, immediately appear. We express this in the term “recol- 
lection,” meaning by this that we summon and control memory 
imagery, both in the analysis of the object and the complex re- 
sponse to the object, through its place in the self extending into 
the past from the “specious present.” The second phase is found 
in the appearance of responses which had belonged to complex 
acts, but which in the inhibition of the act can answer to the new 
objects appearing in the environment. These responses constitute, 
as we have seen, the meaning of these objects when they have 
been indicated by the significant symbols of social conduct and 
are called ideas. It will be seen that, while an indefinite number 
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of instances of objects in nature appear in our immediate experi- 
ence, new objects arise in reflective experience only through the 
interaction of the individual and the environment by means of the 
mediation of the self as an object. 

There is another phase of mental processes which has been 
barely indicated above, but which calls for further reference. 
This is the unity of the analyzed or diversified field of the en- 
vironment and of the responses that inhibition has set free from 
the organization of the earlier act. What is preserved is the wider 
organization of the life-process within which the inhibited act lay. 
One way of expressing this is to say that the environment exists 
for the individual as that within which the more inclusive act 
must go on, as containing the conditions for any solution of the 
problem which arises out of the conflict. The unity of the environ- 
ment is that of organization of the conditions for the solution 
of the problem. The problem itself exists within the larger in- 
clusive activity which must go on in some different form, under 
some reorganization of the parts of the act in the presence of the 
conditions which appear in the environment. This unity appears 
in experience through and in the self as an object. In an experi- 
ence within which individual and environment mutually determine 
each other, the unity of the environment and of its constituent 
objects as well as that of the individual arises out of the activity 
of the individual. Insofar as the individual acts with himself as 
an object, this organization of the environment and its objects 
in terms of the conditions of the solution of the problem, and 
the larger act within which the inhibited process lies make the 
problem itself an object for the individual. In customary phrase- 
ology we say the individual knows what he is trying to do and 
what are the conditions of his doing it. 

A further question arises in regard to this reflexive intelligent 
conduct concerning the fashion in which the self as an object 
becomes a part of the individual. In the play period of little 
children this reflexive act has not yet taken place. The child in 
one role addresses himself naively in another role. These roles 
are not at first organized into a personality, the child simply 
passing from the one into the other as the conduct in one calls 
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_out a response in the other. In more consecutive play, especially 
of two or more children, the tendency to take other parts comes 
in to stimulate and control the execution of the part assumed. 
Thus a child will stop and applaud himself and then resume his 
performance. If the play becomes a consecutive whole, the tend- 
ency to take all the parts at the appropriate moments is present 
in the attitude of the individual child, controlling his entire con- 
duct. The child becomes a generalized actor-manager, directing, 
applauding, and criticizing his own roles as well as those of others. 

It is the attainment of this degree of personality which marks 
the passage from the period of play to that of games. The nature 
of the game is such that every act in the game is determined 
and qualified by all the other acts. This is expressed by the rules 
of the game, and implies in each individual a generalized player 
that is present in every part that is taken. What takes place in 
this dramatic fashion in children’s plays and games evidently 
goes on in the formation of the child’s personality in the life of 
the family, and of other groups in which the child finds himself. 
Through assuming the roles of others, to which he has stimu- 
lated himself by his own conduct, he is organizing them into 
generalized attitudes and becomes a member of the family, of 
the school, and of his set. I have already indicated the capital 
part which language plays in this process, owing to the fact that 
in the use of the vocal gesture the individual tends to arouse in 
himself the same response as that which he calls out in others. 
In a word, the self as an object becomes a part of the individual 
through his having assumed the generalized attitude of a mem- 
ber of the group to which that self belongs, a group that widens 
until it takes in all rational individuals, that is, all individuals 
who could indicate to one another universal characters and ob- 
jects in co-operative activity. In being an object to himself in 
this role of a citizen of the universe of discourse a person indi- 
cates to himself both the conditions of the solution of his prob- 
lem and the various inhibited responses that are seeking reor- 
ganization and associates with these responses the results which 
they have had in past conduct, thus giving rise to the new objects 
which provide the field for the new act. 
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When we ask what actually takes place in the experience of 
an individual during mental activity, that is, in reflection in the 
presence of a conflict and its consequent problem, we discover 
the following situation. The individual in the attitude of a mem- 
ber of a rational group indicates the various characters of the 
new objects that have arisen as the result of the conflict, and the 
consequent inhibition of the complex response that was going on, 
by means of significant symbols. These indications are gestures— 
mainly vocal gestures—which call attention to these characters 
in things. It is important to note that the reason these characters 
excite attention is that there are reactions which they call out. 
The reactions are those which are in some sense set free by the 
inhibition of the original act within which they were organized. 
The original form in which these gestures appear is in the adjust- 
ment of the individual to the responses which are ready to take 
place. In social forms these gestures have become valuable stimu- 
lations to other members of the group, such as a brood of chick- 
ens, and have been preserved. In the human individual that tends 
to take the part of the other, they have the double significance of 
directing his own attention and of exciting the attitude of the 
other. In the attitude of the other, the individual not only tends 
to respond to the stimulations but to indicate the response which 
he tends to make by another significant symbol. There are now 
two roles, at least, involved in this conversation, that of the gen- 
eralized actor whose attitude represents an adjustment to all the 
alternative responses which fall within the larger act within which 
the conflict has arisen and that of the specialized actor who tends 
to carry out the response to the stimulation upon which the at- 
tention is directed. To recur to the illustration already used, the 
inhibition of the act of continued walking toward the distant goal 
sets free the possible responses to stimuli to jump the ditch, or 
to skirt or bridge it. But they all lie within a generalized process 
of locomotion, and this generalized process in some sense pre- 
sents conditions for the selection of one alternative rather than 
another, or for some combination of them. The specialized actor 
indicates the response, say, of skirting the ditch, but it is indi- 
cated to the generalized actor who represents its relation to reach- 
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ing the goal. Passing from one role to the other, through the use 
of the significant symbols, the individual relates this specific 
response as well as others to the including act. Eventually the 
specific response or set of such responses falls into place within 
the larger act, and the individual proceeds. 


Mechanism and Novelty 


In general, we consider the determination of the organism 
by the environment as causal, while we consider the determina- 
tion of the environment by the organism as selective and, insofar, 
as constitutive, that is, the selection of a group of stimuli with 
reference to our organized activity is responsible for the cutting-out 
of these elements among physical things and for a certain logical 
structure as an object. In our consideration of the environment 
as determining the organism we reduce both environment and 
organism to common physical elements when we follow out the 
causal relations. The effects of the environment upon the organ- 
ism are mass effects of elements in the one upon elements in the 
other. Our ability to trace and determine these causal connec- 
tions is dependent upon our ability to reduce the whole situation 
of environment and organism to a set of physical particles in 
motion. In this mechanical whole the operative connections are 
between the physical elements and their fields of force. It is only 
by a summation of these that we can say that the environment, 
or its objects, affect the organism as an object. The actual reduc- 
tion of the environment and the organism to such elements is 
only attained at a certain point, for example, in the analysis of 
matter into electrical particles and electrical effects into fields 
of force; while in most statements we simply imply such an analy- 
sis as an ideal which our scientific method demands for full reali- 
zation. In this statement of causal necessity we are abstracting 
from everything in both environment and organism except the 
physical particles and their motions, as resulting from their fields 
of force. 

When we speak of the determination of the environment by 
the organism, on the other hand, we imply organisms which 
have a content which is more than the summation of the physi- 
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cal particles and their motions into which a mechanical science 
analyzes them. Their living processes are real as processes which 
reach or fail to reach a consummation. And the objects in the 
environment have contents which are more than the sum of the 
motions of physical particles. They are food, enemies, obstacles, 
protections, etc. These contents always involve the carrying-out 
of the life-processes of the organisms. In other words, they al- 
ways involve a future, and a future involves an experience within 
which that which will happen (is happening insofar as that 
which is happening always has a bit of the future in it) is uncer- 
tain. That which will happen is always different in some respect 
from what has happened, and this different quality is something 
that cannot be predicted. In a sense we can predict the future, 
but what we can predict is always something less than that which 
happens. Theoretically we can predict to the extent that we can 
make our statement in mechanical terms, and this implies, as we 
have seen, that we have abstracted from the determining relation 
of the organism upon the environment. We can predict the de- 
bilitating effect of a disease, but we cannot predict the actual 
weakness that appears in the experience of the sick person. We 
can predict that a certain light wave will be experienced as blue, 
but the actual experience of blue that supervenes in the experi- 
. ence has a character which is novel and could not be predicted in 
its ultimate peculiarity. As we look over the past, these peculiari- 
ties of the novel as they occurred have lost their interest, and we 
are interested only in the mechanical conditions that determined 
their appearance without, to be sure, determining these peculi- 
arities. So that when we predict a series of future events, such as 
the eclipses that will take place in the coming year, the statement 
is not in terms of the future in the sense of experience. Our atti- 
tude in predicting the eclipses that will take place in the coming 
year is the same as that in which we determine those that took 
place in the year in which Thales is reputed to have predicted the 
eclipse which brought to a stop the battle between the Lydians 
and the Medes. As this is the attitude in which we make our 
mechanical statements of the past, we may perhaps say that all 
predictions are in an implied past. But the expression is ambigu- 
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ous. Degrees of probability represent degrees of approach to a 
conceivable mechanical statement. We can conceive of a com- 
pletely mechanical, though highly abstract, statement of the life- 
process. We can say that we have the highest degree of probabil- 
ity of death as the outcome of all life. We can also conceive of a 
mechanical statement of the whole process of nature, and the 
question arises whether we can assume that such a conceivable 
determination of the positions of all physical particles at all times 
determines in advance what must be the experience of all organ- 
isms, even if such a determination does not imply the possible 
prediction of the actual experiences as they take place. 

The question seems to take this form: Is the conception that 
we form in our scientific research of the mechanical universe as 
a whole one from which later scientific reconstructions of the 
universe can be predicted? The answer to this is in the negative. 
Our conception of the universe as a whole is, of course, never 
a complete one, but the form that it takes at any one time is 
one that answers to the view which science holds at that time. 
This is generalized so far as possible and is made the structure 
of the universe so far as that exists in experience. If an essential 
problem arises in that experience, the implication is definite that 
the generalization already made is inadequate. Now from such 
a conception of the universe, one in which an essential prob- 
lem has arisen, it would be impossible to predict the reconstruc- 
tion which is required to meet the problem. From the standpoint 
of the reconstruction that does actually take place in research 
it is always possible to show the logical necessity by which the 
new view has arisen out of the old, but such a logical necessity 
does not obtain from the old view to the new reconstruction. Did 
the logical necessity in the new situation exist in the old? The 
abstraction which we make in our explanation under the new 
conception, and by which we show the necessity of the advance 
to the new together with the explanation of the old in terms of 
the new, is one that can in thought be pushed back into or under 
the old situation. We can see how men conceived the sun to be 
going around the earth from the standpoint of our recognition 
of the heliocentric nature of our system. It would have been im- 
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possible to have shown the necessity of an advance from the 
Ptolemaic to the Copernican theory from the conception men 
had of the Ptolemaic world. The nature of this new abstraction 
can sustain both views, both the Ptolemaic and the Copernican, 
one as explicable and the other as actual; but the views which we 
hold of the universe at any one time do not carry in them as 
deducible propositions the new views which will arise in scientific 
research, though the abstractions that we make with each advance 
are more comprehensive as they not only meet the new facts but 
explain the old doctrines. 

We have, then, two different attitudes of assurance in the 
face of the future. The one is represented by perception and the 
other by thought. In perception the attitude is that of a reaction 
ready to take place, and insofar as imagery of past experience 
is there, anticipatory of a certain type of experience, though 
the result is bound as a new experience to be different from 
what has occurred. The adjustment of the response to the sort 
of experience that is coming expresses this anticipation even 
when the imagery is but faintly present, or when this imagery 
is predominantly motor in its character. On the other hand, that 
which is going to happen must be a constituent part of that 
which is given and which is relatively unchanging. Novelty and 
change always appear against a background of that which is old 
and unchanging. The problem appears in the midst of a world 
that is itself not problematic. We can present that which is about 
to happen in terms of what must belong to it if it is to be a 
part of the world that is. The statement can be only abstract, 
for what will happen has a content which in some degree is not 
and cannot be given. In our everyday perceptual experience this 
abstraction is hardly evident. The pressures we will receive when 
we place our feet in new places, when our hands grasp things 
about us, are so slightly different from the actual pressures we 
are feeling that practically no abstraction is made. As the fu- 
ture grows more distant, or as that which is to occur departs more 
from the world of experience about us, the abstraction becomes 
greater. We find that we can give only certain elements of what 
must take place. If we are to meet a new personage, or one 
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whom we know under entirely new conditions, we find ourselves 
rehearsing the secure elements of that which is to take place. A 
certain social structure is given. Certain common standards and 
interests are involved. A certain common past experience belongs 
to all concerned. In terms of these given elements we construct 
a form which the coming interview must take. This structure is 
an abstraction from the world about us, made in terms of the 
necessary conditions which the problematic experience ahead 
must meet. The statement of these conditions is in terms of 
thought. They have the immediate reality of the given, of the 
world that is there; and, as the novel experiences that are coming 
will appear in a world that is relatively unchanged, these condi- 
tions determine the form which the new experiences will take. But 
this form does not determine the content that will arise. The as- 
surance with which we step into the future is that of the adjust- 
ment of the life-process to its environment which is found in the 
organism, as it appears in perception, but it is not a prevision of 
the unique experience that will appear. 

There is still a further question beyond the predictability of 
the future experience, and that is as to its determined character. 
As we look back over that which has taken place, we can give, 
or assume that we could give if we had all the elements of the 
situation, the reasons that determine what has taken place. The 
only situation within which such a proposition holds is a me- 
chanical one, which becomes perfect only when the world is 
reduced to physical particles, their velocities, and accelerations. 
In such a world there is no determination as to what elements 
are in motion, motion and its characters of velocity and acceler- 
ation being relative. Such a world, or such an abstraction from 
the world, does not define the reality of a living being, for a 
living being acts. Its reason for movement lies within itself, and 
in that action, as we have seen, the living being determines its 
environment. The living being acts to reach a certain result in 
the future, the realization of its act. In this action it may be 
said to select its own time system and the space that this in- 
volves. It thus determines the world within which it lives. Its 
determination, however, is a selection, and a creation only in the 
sense of a reconstruction. Undoubtedly new species arise, and 
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with the new species come new environments, but the new en- 
vironment is oriented with reference to the new species. The 
form in some sense selects them. If their life-process is to be com- 
pleted, the objects in the environment must be constituted with 
reference to these forms. New food, new dangers, new refuges 
and habitats must appear, though there are the same particles 
and the same forces or fields of force. : 

The distinction that arises here is between action and abstract 
motion. Action has reference to a future condition. Motion can 
be stated with reference to past and present conditions and, in 
theory, is entirely determined by these. Action carries with it 
the implication of a certain world of objects within which it can 
be completed. When it is so completed, it gives us the percep- 
tual assurance of the existence of this world or environment of 
objects. The acts so completed, or presented as completed, can 
then be analyzed into motions. Motions are relative changes of 
position, with varying velocities and accelerations, of physical 
things, which physical things can be defined or measured with 
sufficient accuracy so that they can be identified in their dif- 
ferent positions. In motion we have abstracted from the here 
and now of the actor. This determination of the here and now 
can be made at any point, that is, any point can be regarded as 
at rest, and the corresponding changes in position that take place 
can be stated in terms of the motions of the other objects. The 
actor determines the point of departure, the terminus a quo, of 
his actual or possible motion. He sets up there the Cartesian 
co-ordinates of space. From the zero of that set of co-ordinates 
action does or may take place. All changes within the environ- 
ment are stated in terms of distance experience with reference 
to that set of co-ordinates. These changes are motions, for it is 
possible, as in the case of the person in the train, to place one’s 
self either in the train moving in a fixed world or in the fixed 
environment of the interior of the train, while the landscape 
moves by. It is the actual contact experience, extended by ad- 
justment to surrounding objects, that determines the co-ordi- 
nates. Insofar as we adjust ourselves to these objects whose 
positions are changing about us, either by the movement of the 
eye or actual or possible movements of the body, they have the 
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future value of possible acts. They have the values of possible 
contacts determining action and promising certain results. The 
experience depends upon what action is taken, not simply upon 
past positions and relative present positions. These changes are not 
merely motions in the abstract sense of the doctrine of relativity. 

If the promised experience of action is not attained, and 
action is inhibited by conflicting tendencies, a reconstruction of 
the field of conduct may take place, in which new objects an- 
swering to a different form of action may arise. It is in this 
situation that motions in their more abstract sense appear. The 
actual line of conduct is not yet determined. It is only the rela- 
tive position of things with reference to one another, and their 
relative changes of position with reference to one another, that 
may be of interest. This is the situation insofar as we determine 
the conditions which must obtain for any one of a number of 
possible acts and so abstract from any specific action. Except in 
the most extended abstraction, this field of possible activity lies 
within a world that must condition any alternative course taken. 
The new objects will still be parts of this bounding, given en- 
vironment. Our system of co-ordinates is set for this given world 
that must determine the validity of any hypothesis of action 
which we adopt. We do not extend the relativity of our attitude 
to this given unquestioned world. When we present the conditions 
of possible action within this world, we place ourselves at the 
imaged completion of the suggested reactions and all the mo- 
tions that have taken place have the necessity of their dependence 
upon earlier positions, velocities, accelerations, and directions; 
but the reorganization of the problematic part of the environment 
could not be deduced from these, though it is shot through with 
necessary conditions which belong to the world as given. In the 
undetermined future of action a new object, a new terminus ad 
quem, can arise, the necessity of which cannot be said to exist in 
the conditions to which it must conform. Even the inclusion of the 
physical organism, its elements and their motions, within the con- 
ditions of the solution of the problem does not determine the 
future goal of the act, for the physical organism so stated is a 
part of the abstraction. It also contains necessary conditions, but 
not the novel objects that can appear. The novel element can be 
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very slight, especially in comparison with the given world within 
which it appears, but in the experience of the individual it was 
not involved as a necessity of its past. The statement of the 
abstract motions could not have included the necessity of the 
particular act. This amounts to the affirmation that all the novel- 
ties of living experience are as novelties essential parts in the 
universe; the fact that when they arose they were unpredictable 
means that in the universe as then existing they were not de- 
terminable, nor in the universe as then existing did there exist the 
conditions that were the sufficient reasons for their appearing. 
This statement implies a distinction between a predictable 
situation that can be deduced from given positions of physical 
elements and their motions, including their accelerations and 
directions, and a future concrete situation carrying with it the 
inevitable novelty which attaches to every event in experience. 
There seem to be two phases of this novelty. One is found in 
the difference, shading from almost complete imperceptibility to 
utter strangeness, between anticipatory imagery of the result of 
the act and the actual experience. While this difference is un- 
predictable, we assume that the conditions for it can, after its 
appearance, be found in the analysis of the situation as it exists. 
The difference is never of an irrational character, but its rational 
character does not imply that the conditions of what is novel in 
it existed in the previous experience, though the structure of 
that experience can be now assimilated to the structure of the 
present experience. The other phase of novelty is found in the 
hypothetical structure of a future situation, when a conflict of 
the tendencies to action present an essential problem for which 
a solution is sought. A theoretically complete analysis of the 
situation as it existed before the problem arose would not involve 
the reconstruction that takes place, though it would present the 
conditions to which any such hypothesis must conform. That this 
hypothetical structure will be found to belong to the future situa- 
tion depends upon the success of the action it implies, that is, 
upon experiment. The hypothetical structure itself, however, is 
a novelty that could not be deduced from the former experience 


as it existed. 


Part V 


MIND 


Social Psychology and Behaviorism 


Social psychology has, as a rule, dealt with various phases 
of social experience from the psychological standpoint of individ- 
ual experience. The point of approach which I wish to suggest is 
that of dealing with experience from the standpoint of society, at 
least from the standpoint of communication as essential to the so- 
cial order. Social psychology, on this view, presupposes an ap- 
proach to experience from the standpoint of the individual, but 
undertakes to determine in particular that which belongs to this 
experience because the individual himself belongs to a social 
structure, a social order. 

No very sharp line can be drawn between social psychology 
and individual psychology. Social psychology is especially inter- 
ested in the effect which the social group has in the determination 
of the experience and conduct of the individual member. If we 
abandon the conception of a substantive soul endowed with the 
self of the individual at birth, then we may regard the develop- 
ment of the individual’s self, and of his self-consciousness within 
the field of his experience, as the social psychologist’s special in- 
terest. There are, then, certain phases of psychology which are 
interested in studying the relation of the individual organism to 


First published in Mind, Self, and Society, ed. Charles W. Morris (Chi- 
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1934), pp. 1-134. 
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the social group to which it belongs, and these phases constitute 
social psychology as a branch of general psychology. Thus, in the 
study of the experience and behavior of the individual organism 
or self in its dependence upon the social group to which it be- 
longs, we find a definition of the field of social psychology. 

While minds and selves are essentially social products, prod- 
ucts or phenomena of the social side of human experience, the 
physiological mechanism underlying experience is far from irrele- 
vant—indeed is indispensable—to their genesis and existence; 
for individual experience and behavior is, of course, physiologi- 
cally basic to social experience and behavior: the processes and 
mechanisms of the latter (including those which are essential to 
the origin and existence of minds and selves) are dependent phys- 
iologically upon the processes and mechanisms of the former and 
upon the social functioning of these. Individual psychology, nev- 
ertheless, definitely abstracts certain factors from the situation 
with which social psychology deals more nearly in its concrete 
totality. We shall approach this latter field from a behavioristic 
point of view. 

The common psychological standpoint which is represented by 
behaviorism is found in John B. Watson. The behaviorism which 
we shall make use of is more adequate than that of which Watson 
makes use. Behaviorism in this wider sense is simply an approach 
to the study of the experience of the individual from the point of 
view of his conduct, particularly, but not exclusively, the conduct 
as it is observable by others. Historically, behaviorism entered 
psychology through the door of animal psychology. There it was 
found to be impossible to use what is termed introspection. One 
cannot appeal to the animal’s introspection, but must study the 
animal in terms of external conduct. Earlier animal psychology 
added an inferential reference to consciousness and even under- 
took to find the point in conduct at which consciousness appears. 
This inference had, perhaps, varying degrees of probability, but 
it was one which could not be tested experimentally. It could be 
then simply dropped as far as science was concerned. It was not 
necessary for the study of the conduct of the individual animal. 
Having taken that behavioristic standpoint for the lower animals, 
it was possible to carry it over to the human animal. 
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There remained, however, the field of introspection, of expe- 
riences which are private and belong to the individual himself— 
experiences commonly called subjective. What was to be done 
with these? John B. Watson’s attitude was that of the Queen in 
Alice in Wonderland—“Off with their heads!”—there were no 
such things. There was no imagery and no consciousness. The 
field of so-called introspection Watson explained by the use of 
language symbols.’ These symbols were not necessarily uttered 
loudly enough to be heard by others and often only involved the 
muscles of the throat without leading to audible speech. That was 
all there was to thought. One thinks, but one. thinks in terms of 
language. In this way Watson explained the whole field of inner 
experience in terms of external behavior. Instead of calling such 
behavior subjective, it was regarded as the field of behavior that 
was accessible only to the individual himself. One could observe 
his own movements, his own organs of articulation, when other 
persons could not normally observe them. Certain fields were ac- 
cessible to the individual alone, but the observation was not dif- 
ferent in kind; the difference lay only in the degree of accessibil- 
ity of others to certain observations. One could be set up in a room 
by himself and observe something that no one else could observe. 
What a man observed in the room would be his own experience. 
Now, in this way something goes on in the throat or the body of 
the individual which no one else can observe. There are, of course, 
scientific instruments that can be attached to the throat or the 
body to reveal the tendency toward movement. There are some 
movements that are easily observable and others which can be de- 
tected only by the individual himself, but there is no qualitative 
difference in the two cases. It is simply recognized that the ap- 
paratus of observation is one that has various degrees of success. 
That, in brief, is the point of view of Watson’s behavioristic psy- 
chology. It aims to observe conduct as it takes place, and to utilize 
that conduct to explain the experience of the individual without 
bringing in the observation of an inner experience, a conscious- 
ness as such. 

1 Especially in Behavior, an Introduction to Comparative Psychol- 
ogy, chap. x; Psychology from the Standpoint of a Behaviorist, chap. ix; 
Behaviorism, chaps. x, xi. 
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There was another attack on consciousness, that of William 
James in his 1904 article entitled, “Does ‘Consciousness’ Exist?” 
James pointed out that when a person is in a room the objects 
of the interior can be looked at from two standpoints. The furni- 
ture, for instance, can be considered from the standpoint of the 
person who bought it and used it, from the point of view of its 
color values which attach to it in the minds of the persons who ob- 
serve them, its aesthetic value, its economic value, its tradi- 
tional value. All of these we can speak of in terms of psychology; 
they will be put into relationship with the experience of the in- 
dividual. One man puts one value upon it and another gives it 
another value. But the same objects can be regarded as physical 
parts of a physical room. What James insisted upon was that the 
two cases differ only in an arrangement of certain contents in 
different series. The furniture, the walls, the house itself, belong 
to one historical series. We speak of the house as having been 
built, of the furniture as having been made. We put the house 
and furniture into another series when one comes in and as- 
sesses these objects from the point of view of his own experience. 
He is talking about the same chair, but the chair is for him now 
a matter of certain contours, certain colors, taken from his own 
experience. It involves the experience of the individual. Now 
one can take a cross-section of both of these two orders so that 
at a certain point there is a meeting of the two series. The state- 
ment in terms of consciousness simply means the recognition 
that the room lies not only in the historical series but also in the 
experience of the individual. There has been of late in philosophy 
a growing recognition of the importance of James’s insistence 
that a great deal has been placed in consciousness that must be 
returned to the so-called objective world.* 

Psychology itself cannot very well be made a study of the 
field of consciousness alone; it is necessarily a study of a more 
extensive field. It is, however, that science which does make use 


2 Journal of Philosophy, Psychology, and Scientific Method. Re- 
printed in Essays in Radical Empiricism. 


3 Modern philosophical realism has helped to free psychology from 
a concern with a philosophy of mental states (1924). 
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of introspection, in the sense that it looks within the experience 
of the individual for phenomena not dealt with in any other 
sciences—phenomena to which only the individual himself has 
experiential access. That which belongs (experientially) to the 
individual qua individual, and is accessible to him alone is cer- 
tainly included within the field of psychology, whatever else is 
or is not thus included. This is our best clue in attempting to 
isolate the field of psychology. The psychological datum is best 
defined, therefore, in terms of accessibility. That which is ac- 
cessible, in the experience of the individual, only to the indi- 
vidual himself, is peculiarly psychological. 

I want to point out, however, that even when we come to the 
discussion of such “inner” experience, we can approach it from 
the point of view of the behaviorist, provided that we do not too 
narrowly conceive this point of view. What one must insist upon 
is that objectively observable behavior finds expression within 
the individual, not in the sense of being in another world, a 
subjective world, but in the sense of being within his organism. 
Something of this behavior appears in what we may term “at- 
titudes,” the beginnings of acts. Now, if we come back to such 
attitudes we find them giving rise to all sorts of responses. The 
telescope in the hands of a novice is not a telescope in the sense 
that it is to those on top of Mount Wilson. If we want to trace 
the responses of the astronomer, we have to go back into his 
central nervous system, back to a whole series of neurons; and 
we find something there that answers to the exact way in which 
the astronomer approaches the instrument under certain condi- 
tions. That is the beginning of the act; it is a part of the act. 
The external act which we do observe is a part of the process 
which has started within; the values* which we say the instru- 
ment has are values through the relationship of the object to the 
person who has that sort of attitude. If a person did not have 
that particular nervous system, the instrument would be of no 
value. It would not be a telescope. 

In both versions of behaviorism certain characteristics which 


4 Value: the future character of the object insofar as it determines 
your action to it (1924). 
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things have and certain experiences which individuals have can 
be stated as occurrences inside of an act.° But part of the act 
lies within the organism and only comes to expression later; it 
is that side of behavior which I think Watson has passed over. 
There is a field within the act itself which is not external, but 
which belongs to the act, and there are characteristics of that 
inner organic conduct which do reveal themselves in our own 
attitudes, especially those connected with speech. Now, if our 
behavioristic point of view takes these attitudes into account 
we find that it can very well cover the field of psychology. In 
any case, this approach is one of particular importance because 
it is able to deal with the field of communication in a way which 
neither Watson nor the introspectionist can do. We want to ap- 
proach language, not from the standpoint of inner meanings to be 
expressed, but in its larger context of co-operation in the group 
taking place by means of signals and gestures.® Meaning appears 
within that process. Our behaviorism is a social behaviorism. 
Social psychology studies the activity or behavior of the in- 
dividual as it lies within the social process; the behavior of an 


5 An act is an impulse that maintains the life-process by the se- 
lection of certain sorts of stimuli it needs. Thus, the organism creates its 
environment. The stimulus is the occasion for the expression of the im- 
pulse. 

Stimuli are means, tendency is the real thing. Intelligence is the 
selection of stimuli that will set free and maintain life and aid in rebuild- 
ing it (1927). "s 

The purpose need not be “in view,” but the statement of the act 
includes the goal to which the act moves. This is a natural teleology, in 
harmony with a mechanical statement (1925). 


6 The study of the process of language or speech—its origins and 
development—is a branch of social psychology, because it can be under- 
stood only in terms of the social processes of behavior within a group of 
interacting organisms; because it is one of the activities of such a group. 
The philologist, however, has often taken the view of the prisoner in a cell. 
The prisoner knows that others are in a like position and he wants to get 
in communication with them. So he sets about some method of communica- 
tion, some arbitrary affair, perhaps, such as tapping on the wall. Now, 
each of us, on this view, is shut up in his own cell of consciousness and, 


knowing that there are other people so shut up, develops ways to set up 
communication with them. 
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individual can be understood only in terms of the behavior of 
the whole social group of which he is a member, since his indi- 
vidual acts are involved in larger, social acts which go beyond 
himself and which implicate the other members of that group. 

We are not, in social psychology, building up the behavior 
of the social group in terms of the behavior of the separate in- 
dividuals composing it; rather, we are starting out with a given 
social whole of complex group activity, into which we analyze 
(as elements) the behavior of each of the separate individuals 
composing it. We attempt, that is, to explain the conduct of 
the individual in terms of the organized conduct of the social 
group, rather than to account for the organized conduct of the 
social group in terms of the conduct of the separate individuals 
belonging to it. For social psychology, the whole (society) is 
prior to the part (the individual), not the part to the whole; and 
the part is explained in.terms of the whole, not the whole in 
terms of the part or parts. The social act’ is not explained by 
building it up out of stimulus plus response; it must be taken as 
a dynamic whole—as something going on—no part of which can 
be considered or understood by itself{—a complex organic process 
implied by each individual stimulus and response involved in it. 

In social psychology we get at the social process from the 
inside as well as from the outside. Social psychology is behavior- 
istic in the sense of starting off with an observable activity—the 
dynamic, ongoing social process and the social acts which are 
its component elements—to be studied and analyzed scientifi- 
cally. But it is not behavioristic in the sense of ignoring the 
7 “A social act may be defined as one in which the occasion or stim- 
ulus which sets free an impulse is found in the character or conduct of 
a living form that belongs to the proper environment of the living form 
whose impulse it is. I wish, however, to restrict the social act to the class 
of acts which involve the co-operation of more than one individual, and 
whose object as defined by the act, in the sense of Bergson, is a social ob- 
ject. I mean by a social object one that answers to all the parts of the com- 
plex act, though these parts are found in the conduct of different individ- 
uals. The objective of the acts is then found in the life-process of the 
group, not in those of the separate individuals alone,” “The Genesis of the 
Self and Social Control,” International Journal of Ethics, XXXV (1925), 
263-64. 


I22 PART V 


inner experience of the individual—the inner phase of that proc- 
ess or activity. On the contrary, it is particularly concerned with 
the rise of such experience within the process as a whole. It 
simply works from the outside to the inside instead of from the 
inside to the outside, so to speak, in its endeavor to determine 
how such experience does arise within the process. The act, then, 
and not the tract, is the fundamental datum in both social and 
individual psychology when behavioristically conceived, and it 
has both an inner and an outer phase, an internal and an ex- 
ternal aspect. 

These general remarks have had to do with our point of ap- 
proach. It is behavioristic, but unlike Watsonian behaviorism 
it recognizes the parts of the act which do not come to external 
observation, and it emphasizes the act of the human individual 
in its natural social situation. 


The Behavioristic Significance of Attitudes 


The problem that presents itself as crucial for human 
psychology concerns the field that is opened up by introspection; 
this field apparently could not be dealt with by a purely objec- 
tive psychology which only studied conduct as it takes place for 
the observer. In order that this field could be brought within the 
range of objective psychology, the behaviorist, such as Watson, 
did what he could to cut down the field itself, to deny certain 
phenomena supposed to lie only in that field, such as “conscious- 
ness” as distinct from conduct without consciousness. The ani- 
mal psychologist studied conduct without taking up the question 
as to whether it was conscious conduct or not.® But when we 


8 Comparative psychology freed psychology in general from being 
confined solely to the field of the central nervous system, which, through 
the physiological psychologists, had taken the place of consciousness as 
such, as the field of psychological investigation. It thus enabled psychol- 
ogy in general to consider the act as a whole, and as including or taking 
place within the entire social process of behavior. In other words, compar- 
ative psychology—and behaviorism as its outgrowth—has extended the 
field of general psychology beyond the central nervous system of the indi- 
vidual organism alone, and has caused psychologists to consider the indi- 
vidual act as a part of the larger social whole to which it in fact belongs, 
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reach the field of human conduct we are in fact able to distin- 
guish reflexes which take place without consciousness. There 
seems, then, to be a field which the behavioristic psychology 
cannot reach. The Watsonian behaviorist simply did what he 
could to minimize this difference. 

The field of investigation of the behaviorist has been quite 
largely that of the young infant, and the methods employed are 
just the methods of animal psychology. The behaviorist has en- 
deavored to find out what the processes of behavior are and to 
see how the activities of the infant can be used to explain the 
activities of the adult. It is here that the psychologist brings in 
the conditioned reflexes. He shows that by a mere association 
of certain stimuli he can get results which would not follow 
from these secondary stimuli alone. This conditioning of reflexes 
can be carried over into other fields, such as those of terror on 
the part of an infant. The infant can be made to fear something 
by associating the object with others producing terror. The same 
process can be used for explaining more elaborate conduct in 
which we associate elements with certain events which are not 
directly connected with them, and by elaborating this condition- 
ing we can, it is believed, explain the more extended processes 
of reasoning and inference. In this way a method which belongs 
to objective psychology is carried over into the field which is 
dealt with ordinarily in terms of introspection. That is, instead 
of saying we have certain ideas when we have certain experi- 
ences, and that these ideas imply something else, we say that a 
certain experience has taken place at the same time that the first 
experience has taken place, so that now this secondary experience 
arouses the response which belongs to the primary experience. 

There remain contents, such as those of imagery, which are 
more resistant to such analysis. What shall we say of responses 
that do not answer to any given experience? We can say, of 
course, that they are the results of past experiences. But take 


and from which, in a definite sense, it gets its meaning; though they do 
not, of course, lose interest thereby in the central nervous system and the 
physiological processes going on in it. 
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the contents themselves, the actual visual imagery that one has: 
it has outline; it has color; it has values; and other characters 
which are isolated with more difficulty. Such experience is one 
which plays a part, and a very large part, in our perception, our 
conduct; and yet it is an experience which can be revealed only 
by introspection. The behaviorist has to make a detour about 
this type of experience if he is going to stick to the Watsonian 
type of behavioristic psychology. 

Such a behaviorist desires to analyze the act, whether indi- 
vidual or social, without any specific reference to consciousness 
whatever and without any attempt to locate it either within the 
field of organic behavior or within the larger field of reality in 
general. He wishes, in short, to deny its existence as such alto- 
gether. Watson insists that objectively observable behavior com- 
pletely and exclusively constitutes the field of scientific psychol- 
ogy, individual and social. He pushes aside as erroneous the idea 
of “mind” or “consciousness,” and attempts to reduce all “men- 
tal” phenomena to conditioned reflexes and similar physiological 
mechanisms—in short, to purely behavioristic terms. This at- 
tempt, of course, is misguided and unsuccessful, for the existence 
as such of mind or consciousness, in some sense or other, must 
be admitted—the denial of it leads inevitably to obvious ab- 
surdities. But though it is impossible to reduce mind or con- 
sciousness to purely behavioristic terms—in the sense of thus 
explaining it away and denying its existence as such entirely— 
yet it is not impossible to explain it in these terms, and to do 
so without explaining it away, or denying its existence as such, 
in the least. Watson apparently assumes that to deny the exist- 
ence of mind or consciousness as a psychical stuff, substance, or 
entity is to deny its existence altogether and that a naturalistic 
or behavioristic account of it as such is out of the question. But, 
on the contrary, we may deny its existence as a psychical entity 
without denying its existence in some other sense at all; and if 
we then conceive it functionally, and as a natural rather than a 
transcendental phenomenon, it becomes possible to deal with 
it in behavioristic terms. In short, it is not possible to deny the 
existence of mind or consciousness or mental phenomena, nor 
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is it desirable to do so; but it is possible to account for them 
or deal with them in behavioristic terms which are precisely 
similar to those which Watson employs in dealing with non- 
mental psychological phenomena (phenomena which, according 
to his definition of the field of psychology, are all the psycho- 
logical phenomena there are). Mental behavior is not reducible 
to non-mental behavior. But mental behavior or phenomena can 
be explained in terms of non-mental behavior or phenomena, as 
arising out of, and as resulting from complications in, the latter. 

If we are going to use behavioristic psychology to explain 
conscious behavior, we have to be much more thoroughgoing in 
our statement of the act than Watson was. We have to take into 
account not merely the complete or social act but what goes 
on in the central nervous system as the beginning of the indi- 
vidual’s act and as the organization of the act. Of course, that 
takes us beyond the field of our direct observation. It takes us 
beyond that field because we cannot get at the process itself. 
It is a field that is more or less shut off, seemingly because of 
the difficulty of the country itself that has to be investigated. The 
central nervous system is only partly explored. Present results, 
however, suggest the organization of the act in terms of atti- 
tudes, There is an organization of the various parts of the nerv- 
ous system that are going to be responsible for acts, an organiza- 
tion which represents, not only that which is immediately taking 
place, but also the later stages that are to take place. When one 
approaches a distant object he approaches it with reference to 
what he is going to do when he arrives there. When one is ap- 
proaching a hammer he is muscularly all ready to seize the handle 
of the hammer. The later stages of the act are present in the 
early stages—not simply in the sense that they are all ready to 
go off, but in the sense that they serve to control the process 
itself. They determine how we are going to approach the object, 
and the steps in our early manipulation of it. We can recognize, 
then that the innervation of certain groups of cells in the central 
nervous system can already initiate in advance the later stages of 
the act. The act as a whole can be there determining the process. 

We can also recognize in such a general attitude toward an 
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object an attitude that represents alternative responses, such as 
are involved when we talk about our idea of an object. A person 
who is familiar with a horse approaches it as one who is going 
to ride it. He moves toward the proper side and is ready to 
swing himself into the saddle. His approach determines the suc- 
cess of the whole process. But the horse is not simply something 
that must be ridden. It is an animal that must eat, that belongs 
to somebody. It has certain economic values. The individual is 
ready to do a whole series of things with reference to the horse, 
and that readiness is involved in any one of the many phases 
of the various acts. It is a horse that he is going to mount; it 
is a biological animal; it is an economic animal. Those charac- 
ters are involved in the ideas of a horse. If we seek this ideal 
character of a horse in the central nervous system we would have 
to find it in all those different parts of the initiated acts. One 
would have to think of each as associated with the other proc- 
esses in which he uses the horse, so that no matter what the 
specific act is, there is a readiness to act in these different ways 
with reference to the horse. We can find in that sense in the be- 
ginning of the act just those characters which we assign to 
“horse” as an idea, or if you like, as a concept. 

If we are going to look for this idea in a central nervous 
system, we have to look for it in the neurons, particularly in the 
connection between the neurons. There are whole sets of con- 
nections there which are of such a character that we are able 
to act in a number of ways, and these possible actions have their 
effect on the way in which we do act. For example, if the horse 
belongs to the rider, the rider acts in a different way than if it 
belongs to someone else. These other processes involved deter- 
mine the immediate action itself and particularly the later stages 
of the act, so that the temporal organization of the act may be 
present in the immediate process. We do not know how that 
temporal organization takes place in the central nervous system. 
In some sense these later processes which are going to take place, 
and are in some sense started, are worked into the immediate 
process. A behavioristic treatment, if it is made broad enough, 
if it makes use of the almost indefinite complexities existin 
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the nervous system, can adjust itself to many fields which were 
supposed to be confined to an introspective attack. Of course, a 
great deal of this must be hypothetical. We learn more day by 
day of what the connections are, but they are largely hypotheti- 
cal. However, they can at least be stated in a behavioristic form. 
We can, therefore, in principle, state behavioristically what we 
mean by an idea. 


The Behavioristic Significance of Gestures 


The behaviorist of the Watsonian type has been prone 
to carry his principle of conditioning over into the field of lan- 
guage. By a conditioning of reflexes the horse has become asso- 
ciated with the word “horse,” and this in turn releases the set of 
responses. We use the word, and the response may be that of 
mounting, buying, selling, or trading. We are ready to do all 
these different things. This statement, however, lacks the recog- 
nition that these different processes which the behaviorist says 
are identified with the word “horse” must be worked into the 
act itself, or the group of acts, which gather about the horse. 
They go to make up that object in our experience, and the func- 
tion of the word is a function which has its place in that organiza- 
tion; but it is not, however, the whole process. We find that same 
sort of organization seemingly extended in the conduct of ani- 
mals lower than man: those processes which go to make up our 
objects must be present in the animals themselves who have not 
the use of language. It is, of course, the great value, or one of 
the great values, of language that it does give us control over 
this organization of the act. That is a point we will have to con- 
sider in detail later, but it is important to recognize that that to 
which the word refers is something that can lie in the experience 
of the individual without the use of language itself. Language 
does pick out and organize this content in experience. It is an 


implement for that purpose. 
Language is a part of social behavior.® There are an indefi- 


9 What is the basic mechanism whereby the social process goes on? 
It is the mechanism of gesture, which makes possible the appropriate re- 
sponses to one another’s behavior of the different individual organisms in- 
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nite number of signs or symbols which may serve the purpose 
of what we term “language.” We are reading the meaning of 
the conduct of other people when, perhaps, they are not aware 
of it. There is something that reveals to us what the purpose is— 
just the glance of an eye, the attitude of the body which leads 
to the response. The communication set up in this way between 
individuals may be very perfect. Conversation in gestures may 
be carried on which cannot be translated into articulate speech. 
This is also true of the lower animals. Dogs approaching each 
other in hostile attitude carry on such a language of gestures. 
They walk around each other, growling and snapping, and wait- 
ing for the opportunity to attack. Here is a process out of which 
language might arise, that is, a certain attitude of one individual 
that calls out a response in the other, which in turn calls out a 
different approach and a different response, and so on indefi- 
nitely. In fact, as we shall see, language does arise in just such 
a process as that. We are too prone, however, to approach lan- 
guage as the philologist does, from the standpoint of the symbol 
that is used.!° We analyze that symbol and find out what is the 
intent in the mind of the individual in using that symbol and 
then attempt to discover whether this symbol calls out this intent 
in the mind of the other. We assume that there are sets of ideas 
in persons’ minds and that these individuals make use of certain 
arbitrary symbols which answer to the intent which the individ- 


volved in the social process. Within any given social act, an adjustment 
is effected, by means of gestures, of the actions of one organism involved 
to the actions of another; the gestures are movements of the first organism 
which act as specific stimuli calling forth the (socially) appropriate re- 
sponses of the second organism. The field of the operation of gestures is 
the field within which the rise and development of human intelligence has 
taken place through the process of the symbolization of experience which 
gestures—especially vocal gestures—have made possible. The specializa- 
tion of the human animal within this field of the gesture has been re- 
sponsible, ultimately, for the origin and growth of present human society 
and knowledge, with all the control over nature and over the human en- 
vironment which science makes possible. 


10 “The Relations of Psychology and Philology,” Psychological Bul- 
letin, I (1904), 375 ff. a is 


Mind 129 


uals had. But if we are going to broaden the concept of language 
in the sense I have spoken of, so that it takes in the underlying 
attitudes, we can see that the so-called intent, the idea we are 
talking about, is one that is involved in the gesture or attitudes 
which we are using. The offering of a chair to a person who 
comes into the room is in itself a courteous act. We do not have 
to assume that a person says to himself that this person wants 
a chair. The offering of a chair by a person of good manners is 
something which is almost instinctive. This is the very attitude 
of the individual. From the point of view of the observer it is 
a gesture. Such early stages of social acts precede the symbol 
proper and deliberate communication. 

One of the important documents in the history of modern 
psychology, particularly for the psychology of language, is Dar- 
win’s Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals. Here 
Darwin carried his theory of evolution into the field of what we 
call “conscious experience.” What Darwin did was to show that 
there was a whole series of acts or beginnings of acts which 
called out certain responses that do express emotions. When one 
animal attacks another, or is on the point of attacking, or of 
taking the bone of another dog, that action calls out violent 
responses which express the anger of the second dog. There we 
have a set of attitudes which express the emotional attitude of 
dogs; and we can carry this analysis into the human expression 
of emotion. 

The part of our organism that most vividly and readily ex- 
presses the emotions is the face, and Darwin studied the face 
from this point of view. He took, naturally, the actor, the man 
whose business it is to express the emotions by the movements 
of the countenance, and studied the muscles themselves; and in 
studying them he undertook to show what the value of these 
changes of the face might be in the actual act. We speak of 
such expressions as those of anger and note the way in which 
the blood may suffuse the face at one stage and then leave it at 
another. Darwin studied the blood flow in fear and in terror. In 
these emotions one can find changes taking place in the blood 
flow itself. These changes have their value. They represent, of 
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course, changes in the circulation of blood in the acts. These 
actions are generally actions which are rapid and can only take 
place when the blood is flowing rapidly. There must be a change 
in the rhythm of circulation and this generally registers itself in 
the countenance. 

Many of our acts of hostility exhibit themselves in attitudes 
of the face similar to animals which attack with their teeth. The 
attitude, or in a more generalized term, the gesture, has been 
preserved after the value of the act has disappeared. The title of 
Darwin’s work indicates his point of approach. He was dealing 
with these gestures, these attitudes, as expressive of emotions 
and assuming at the time that the gesture has this function of 
expressing the emotions. That attitude has been preserved, on 
this view, after the value of the act has disappeared. This gesture 
seems to remain for the purpose of expressing emotions. One 
naturally assumed there an attitude in the experience of animals 
which answers in some sense to those of the human animal. One 
could apply the doctrine of the survival of the fittest here also. 
The implication in this particular case was that these gestures or 
attitudes had lost the value which they had in the original acts 
and yet had survived. The indication was that they had survived 
because they served certain valuable functions, and the suggestion 
was that this was the expression of the emotions. That attitude 
on Darwin’s part is reflected in the work of other psychologists, 
men who were interested, as Darwin was, in the study of the act, 
in the information that is conveyed by one individual to another 
by his attitude. They assume that these acts had a reason for 
existence because they expressed something in the mind of the 
individual. It is an approach like that of the philologist. They 
assume that language existed for the purpose of conveying cer- 
tain ideas, certain feelings. 

When one considers, he realizes that this is a false approach. 
It is quite impossible to assume that animals do undertake to 
express their emotions. They certainly do not undertake to ex- 
press them for the benefit of other animals. The most that can 
be said is that the “expressions” did set free a certain emotion 
in the individual, an escape valve, so to speak, an emotional at- 
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titude which the animal needed, in some sense, to get rid of. They 
certainly could not exist in these lower animals as means of ex- 
pressing emotions; we cannot approach them from the point of 
view of expressing a content in the mind of the individual. We 
can, of course, see how, for the actor, they may become defi- 
nitely a language. An actor, for example, may undertake to ex- 
press his rage, and he may do it by an expression of the coun- 
tenance and so convey to the audience the emotion he intended. 
However, he is not expressing his own emotion but simply con- 
veying to the audience the evidence of anger, and if he is suc- 
cessful he may do it more effectively, as far. as the audience is 
concerned, than a person who is in reality angered. There we 
have these gestures serving the purpose of expression of the emo- 
tions, but we cannot conceive that they arose as such a language 
in order to express emotion. Language, then, has to be studied 
from the point of view of the gestural type of conduct within 
which it existed without being as such a definite language. And 
we have to see how the communicative function could have arisen 
out of that prior sort of conduct. 

The psychology of Darwin assumed that emotion was a psy- 
chological state, a state of consciousness, and that this state could 
not itself be formulated in terms of the attitude or the behavior 
of the form. It was assumed that the emotion is there and that 
certain movements might give evidence of it. The evidence would 
be received and acted upon by other forms that were fashioned 
like itself. That is, it presupposed the conscious state as against 
the biological organism. The conscious state was that which was 
to be expressed in the gesture or the attitude. It was to be ex- 
pressed in behavior and to be recognized in some fashion as 
existent in the consciousness of the other form through this me- 
dium of expression. Such was the general psychological attitude 
which Darwin accepted. 

Contrary to Darwin, however, we find no evidence for the 
prior existence of consciousness as something which brings about 
behavior on the part of one organism that is of such a sort as 
to call forth an adjustive response on the part of another organ- 
ism, without itself being dependent on such behavior. We are 


132. PART V 


rather forced to conclude that consciousness is an emergent from 
such behavior; that so far from being a precondition of the social 
act, the social act is the precondition of it. The mechanism of 
the social act can be traced out without introducing into it the 
conception of consciousness as a separable element within that 
act; hence the social act, in its more elementary stages or forms, 
is possible without, or apart from, some form of consciousness. 


Rise of Parallelism in Psychology 


The psychology which stresses parallelism has to be dis- 
tinguished from the psychology which regards certain states of 
consciousness as existing in the mind of the individual and suc- 
ceeding each other in accordance with their own laws of associ- 
ation. The whole doctrine of the psychology which follows Hume 
was predominantly associationistic. Given certain states of con- 
sciousness, they were supposed to be held together by other simi- 
lar elements. Among these elements were those of pleasure and 
pain. Connected with this atomism of associated conscious states 
was a psychology of action grounded on the association of pleas- 
ure and pain with certain other sensations and experiences. The 
doctrine of association was the dominant psychological doctrine; 
it dealt with static rather than dynamic experience. 

The pushing of the psychological side further and further inte 
the central nervous system revealed that there were whole series 
of experiences which might be called sensations and yet were very 
different from those which could be regarded as static, such as 
sound, odor, taste, and color. Association belonged to this static 
world. It was increasingly recognized that there was a large part 
of our experience which was dynamic." The form of actual doing 
was present in some of the sensations which answered to the in- 
nervation of sensory nerves. There was also the study of those 
tracts which went down to the viscera, and these certainly were 
aligned with the emotional experiences. The whole process of the 
circulation of the blood had been opened up, and the action which 
involved the sudden change of the circulation of the blood. Fear, 


1 The lines of association follow the lines of the act (1924). 
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hostility, anger, which called for sudden movement, or terror, 
which deprived the individual of the ability to move, reflected 
themselves in the visceral conditions; and also had their sensory 
aspects connected with the central nervous system. There was, 
then, a type of experience which did not fall into place in a static 
world. Wilhelm Wundt approached his problem from the stand- 
point of this sort of physiology which offered a clew by means of 
which one could follow out these various dynamic experiences 
into the mechanism of the organism itself. 

The treatment which had been given to the central nervous 
system and its motor and sensory nerves had been that of bring- 
ing a nerve current to a central nervous system which was then in 
turn responsible for a sensation that happened in consciousness. 
To get a complete statement of what we call the act, one had to 
follow up the sensory side and then follow out the motor results 
that took place because of what happened in consciousness. The 
physiology to which I have referred in a certain sense separated 
itself from the field of consciousness. It was difficult to carry such 
a mechanism as this into the lower animals. That, at least, took 
the psychologist out of the field of animal experience. Darwin 
regarded the animal as that out of which human conduct evolves, 
as well as the human form, and if this is true then it must be that 
in some sense consciousness evolves. 

The resulting approach is from the point of view of conduct 
itself, and here the principle of parallelism is brought in. What 
takes place in consciousness runs parallel with what takes place in 
the central nervous system. It is necessary to study the content of 
the form as physiological and also as psychological. The center of 
consciousness, within which is registered that which affects the 
sensory nerves and out of which springs the conduct due to sen- 
sation and memory images, is to be taken out of the physiological 
mechanism; and yet one must find a parallel in what takes place 
in the nervous system for what the physiologist had placed in con- 
sciousness as such. What I have referred to in the matter of the 
emotions seemed to present a physiological counterpart for what 
takes place in consciousness, a field that seemed to belong pecul- 
iarly to the mental side of life. Hate, love, anger—these are 
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seemingly states of mind. How could they be stated in physiologi- 
cal terms? The study of the acts themselves from an evolutionary 
standpoint and also the study of the changes that take place in the 
organism itself when it is under the influence of what we call an 
emotion present analogues to these emotional states. One could 
find something there that definitely answered to the emotions. 
The further development of this lead occurred in James’s the- 
ory of the emotions. Because we run away when we are afraid and 
strike when we are angry, we can find something in the physio- 
logical organism that answers to fear and to anger. It is an atti- 
tude in the organism which answers to these emotional states, 
especially these visceral conditions to which I have referred, and 
the sudden changes in the circulation which are found associated 
with emotions. It becomes possible to relate the psychical condi- 
tions with physiological ones. The result was that one could make 
a much more complete statement of the conduct of the individual 
in physiological terms, could find a parallel for that which is 
stated in terms of consciousness in the mechanism of the body 
and in the operation of that mechanism. Such a psychology was 
called, naturally enough, a physiological psychology. It was a 
statement in terms of what went on in the organism of the content 
with which the psychologist had been dealing. What is there in 
the act of the animal which answers to these different so-called 
psychological categories? What is there that answers to the sensa- 
tions, to the motor responses? When these questions were an- 
swered physiologically, they, of course, involved mechanisms lo- 
cated inside of the act, for all that takes place in the body is 
action. It may be delayed action, but there is nothing there that 
is itself simply a state, a physiological state that could be com- 
pared with a static state. We come then to the sensations and 
undertake to state them in terms of complete reflex action. We 
deal with the sensation from the standpoint of the stimulus, and 
when we come to deal with the various emotional states, we deal 
with them in terms of the preparation for action and the act itself 
as it is going on.” That is, it becomes now essential to relate a 


12 Thus John Dewey added to James’s doctrine the necessity of con- 
flict in action in order for emotions to arise. 
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set of psychical states with the different phases of the act. Paral- 
lelism, then, is an attempt to find analogues between action and 
experienced contents. 

The inevitable result of this analysis was to carry psychology 
from a static to a dynamic form. It was not simply a question of 
relating what was found in introspection with what is found in the 
organism; it became a question of relating together those things 
which were found in introspection in the dynamic way in which 
the physiological elements were related to the life of the organ- 
ism. Psychology became in turn associational, motor, functional, 
and finally behavioristic. 

The historical transformation of papeualoey was a process 
which took place gradually. Consciousness was something which 
could not be simply dispensed with. In early psychology there was 
a crude attempt to account for consciousness as a certain secre- 
tion in the brain, but this was only a ridiculous phase of the trans- 
formation. Consciousness was something that was there, but it 
was something that could be brought into closer and closer rela- 
tionship with what went on in the body. What went on there had 
a certain definite order. Everything that took place in the body 
was part of an act. The earlier conception of the central nervous 
system assumed that one could locate certain faculties of the mind 
in certain parts of the brain, but a study of the central nervous 
system did not reveal any such correlation. It became evident that 
there were nothing but paths in the central nervous system.* The 
cells of the brain were seen to be parts of the nervous paths pro- 
vided with material for carrying on the system, but nothing was 
found there to carry on the preservation of an idea as such. There 
was nothing in the central nervous system which would enable 
one to locate a tract given over to abstractions. There was a time 
when the frontal lobe was regarded as the locus of thought- 
processes—but the frontal lobe also represents nothing but paths. 
The paths make very complicated conduct possible, they compli- 
cate the act enormously through the mechanism of the brain; but 
they do not set up any structure which functionally answers to 


13 Among philosophers, Henri Bergson especially stressed this point. 
See his Matiére et Mémoire. 
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ideas. So the study of consciousness from the standpoint of the 
organism inevitably led men to look at consciousness itself from 
the point of view of action. 

What, for example, is our experience that answers to clench- 
ing of the fist? Physiological psychology followed the action out 
through the nerves that came from the muscles of the arm and 
hand. The experience of the act would then be the sensation of 
what was going on; in consciousness as such there is an awareness 
of what the organ was doing; there is a parallelism between what 
goes on in the organ and what takes place in consciousness. This 
parallelism is, of course, not a complete parallelism. There seems 
to be consciousness corresponding only to the sensory nerves./* 
We are conscious of some things and not conscious of others, and 
attention seems to play a very great part in determining which is 
the case. The parallelism which we carry over does not seem to be 
complete, but one which occurs only at various points. The thing 
that is interesting here is that it is the organism that now provides 
the clew for the analysis. Only portions of the response appear in 
consciousness as such. The organism has assumed the primary 
place. Experimental psychology started off from what it could get 
hold of in the physiological system, and then undertook to find 
out what in consciousness seemed to answer to it. The scientist 
felt that he had the same assurance that the physiologist had in 
identifying these facts in the nervous system, and given those 
facts he could look into consciousness. It was simpler to start with 
the neurosis and then register what was found in the psychosis. 
Thus, the acceptance of some sort of a parallelism between the 
contents of consciousness and the physiological processes of the 
central nervous system led to a conception of those contents dy- 
namically, in terms of acts, instead of statically, in terms of states. 
In this way the contents of consciousness were approached from 
below (naturalistically) rather than from above (transcenden- 
14 We are conscious always of what we have done, never of doing it. 
We are always conscious directly only of sensory processes, never of motor 
processes; hence we are conscious of motor processes only through sen- 
sory processes, which are their resultants. The contents of consciousness 


have, therefore, to be correlated with or fitted into a physiological system 
in dynamic terms, as processes going on. 
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nervous system to determine what in the mind answers to the 
activities of the physiological organism. 

There was a question as to the directive centers for unified 
action. We are apt to think of the central nervous system from the 
point of view of the telephone board, with calls coming in and 
responses going out. Certain centers come to be conceived as prin- 
cipal centers. When you go back to the base of the brain, to that 
portion which is the essence of the central nervous system of 
lower forms, you do find an organization there which controls in 
its activity other activities; but when you come to conduct in the 
human form, you fail to find any such system in which there is a 
single directive center or group of centers. One can see that the 
various processes which are involved in running away from dan- 
ger can be processes which are so interrelated with other activi- 
ties that the control comes in the organization. One sees the tree 
as a possible place of escape if a bull is after him; and in general, 
one sees things which will enable the ongoing activity to be car- 
ried out. A varying group of centers may be the determining fac- 
tor in the whole activity of the individual. That is the concept 
which has also been carried into the field of growth. Certain parts 
of the embryo start growing and control growth until some other 
process comes into control. In the cortex, that organ which in 
some sense answers to human intelligence, we fail to find any ex- 
clusive and unvarying control, that is, any evidence of it in the 
structure of the form itself. In some way we can assume that the 
cortex acts as a whole, but we cannot come back to certain centers 
and say that this is where the mind is lodged in thinking and in 
action. There are an indefinite number of cells connected with 
each other, and their innervation in some sense leads to a unitary 
action, but what that unity is in terms of the central nervous sys- 
tem it is almost impossible to state. All the different parts of the 
cortex seem to be involved in everything that happens. All the 
stimuli that reach the brain are reflected into all parts of the 
brain, and yet we do get a unitary action. There remains, then, a 
problem which is by no means definitely solved: the unity of the 
action of the central nervous system. Wundt undertook to find 
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certain centers which would be responsible for this sort of unity, 
but there is nothing in the structure of the brain itself which iso- 
lated any parts of the brain as those which direct conduct as a 
whole. The unity is a unity of integration, though just how this 
integration takes place in detail we cannot say. 

What I wanted to bring out is that the approach to psycho- 
logical theory from the standpoint of the organism must inevita- 
bly be through an emphasis upon conduct, upon the dynamic 
rather than the static. It is, of course, possible to work in the other 
direction, that is, to look at experience from the point of view of 
the psychologist and to draw conclusions as to what must go on 
in the central nervous system. It is possible to recognize, for ex- 
ample, that we are not simply at the mercy of the different stimuli 
that play in the central nervous system—the natural view of the 
physiologist. We can see these organs adjust themselves to differ- 
ent types of stimuli. When air waves come in they affect the par- 
ticular organs of the ear; when tastes and odors come in, the 
stimuli get to tracts in the proper organs that respond. There may 
seem to be merely a response of the organism to the stimuli. This 
position is taken over into the psychology of Spencer, who ac- 
cepted the Darwinian principle of evolution. The influence of en- 
vironment is exercised over the form, and the adaptation of the 
form results from the influences of the environment on it. Spencer 
conceived of the central nervous system as being continually 
played upon by stimuli which set up certain paths, so that it was 
the environment which was fashioning the form. 

The phenomena of attention, however, give a different picture 
of conduct. The human animal is an attentive animal, and his at- 
tention may be given to stimuli that are relatively faint. One can 
pick out sounds at a distance. Our whole intelligent process seems 
to lie in the attention which is selective of certain types of stim- 
uli.’ Other stimuli which are bombarding the system are in some 
fashion shunted off. We give our attention to one particular thing. 
Not only do we open the door to certain stimuli and close it to 
others, but our attention is an organizing process as well as a se- 


15 George Herbert Mead, Mind, Self, and Society, ed. Charles W. 
Morris (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1934), pp. 90-109. 


Mind 139 


lective process. When giving attention to what we are going to 
do, we are picking out the whole group of stimuli which represent 
successive activity. Our attention enables us to organize the field 
in which we are going to act. Here we have the organism as acting 
and determining its environment. It is not simply a set of passive 
senses played upon by the stimuli that come from without. The 
organism goes out and determines what it is going to respond to 
and organizes that world. One organism picks out one thing and 
another picks out a different one, since each is going to act in a 
different way. Such is an approach to what goes on in the central 
nervous system which comes to the physiologist from the psy- 
chologist. 

The physiology of attention is a field which is still a dark con- 
tinent. The organism itself fits itself to certain types of conduct, 
and this is of considerable importance in determining what the 
animal will do. There also lie back in the organism responses, 
such as those of escape from danger, that represent a peculiar 
sensitivity. A sound in some other direction would not have the 
same effect. The eye is very sensitive to motions that lie outside 
of the field of central vision, even though this area of the retina of 
the eye is not so sensitive to form and distinctions of color. You 
look for a book in a library and you carry a sort of mental image 
of the back of the book; you render yourself sensitive to a certain 
image of a friend you are going to meet. We can sensitize our- 
selves to certain types of stimuli, and we can build up the sort of 
action we are going to take. In a chain set of responses the form 
carries out one instinctive response and then finds itself in the 
presence of another stimulus, and so forth; but as intelligent be- 
ings we build up such organized reactions ourselves. The field of 
attention is one in which there must be a mechanism in which we 
can organize the different stimuli with reference to others so that 
certain responses can take place. The description of this is some- 
thing we can reach through a study of our own conduct, and at 
present that is the most that we can say. 

Parallelism in psychology was very largely under the control 
of the study of the central nervous system, and that led on inev- 
itably to functional, motor, voluntaristic, and finally behavioristic 
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psychology. The more one could state of the processes of the in- 
dividual in terms of the central nervous system, the more one 
would use the pattern which one found in the central nervous sys- 
tem to interpret conduct. What I am insisting upon is that the 
patterns which one finds in the central nervous system are pat- 
terns of action—not of contemplation, not of appreciation as 
such, but patterns of action. On the other hand I want to point 
out that one is able to approach the central nervous system from 
the psychologist’s point of view and set certain problems to the 
physiologist. How is the physiologist to explain attention? When 
the physiologist attempts that he is bound to do so in terms of the 
various paths. If he is going to explain why one path is selected 
rather than another he must go back to these terms of paths and 
actions. You cannot set up in the central nervous system a selec- 
tive principle which can be generally applied throughout; you 
cannot say there is a specific something in the central nervous sys- 
tem that is related to attention; you cannot say that there is a 
general power of attention. You have to state it specifically, so 
that even when you are directing your study of the central nervous 
system from the point of view of psychology, the type of explana- 
tion that you are going to get will have to be in terms of paths 
which represent action. 

Such, in brief, is the history of the appearance of physiologi- 
cal psychology in its parallelistic form, a psychology which had 
moved to the next stage beyond that of «associationalism. Atten- 
tion is ordinarily stressed in tracing this transition, but the em- 
phasis on attention is one which is derived largely from the study 
of the organsm as such, and it accordingly should be seen in the 
larger context we have presented. 


Parallelism and the Ambiguity 
of “Consciousness” 


“Consciousness” is a very ambiguous term. One often 
identifies consciousness with a certain something that is there un- 
der certain conditions and is not there under other conditions. 
One approaches this most naturally by assuming that it is some- 
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thing that happens under certain conditions of the organism, 
something, then, that can be conceived of as running parallel to 
certain phenomena in the nervous system, but not parallel to oth- 
ers. There seems to be no consciousness that answers to the motor 
processes as such; the consciousness we have of our action is sen- 
sory in type and answers to the current coming from the sensory 
nerves which are affected by the contraction of the muscles. We 
are not conscious of the actual motor processes, but we have a 
sensory process that runs parallel to it. This is the situation out of 
which parallelistic psychology arises. It implies an organism 
which is a going concern, that seemingly cari run without con- 
sciousness. A person continues to live when he is under a general 
anesthetic. Consciousness leaves and consciousness returns, but 
the organism itself runs on. And the more completely one is able 
to state the psychological processes in terms of the central nerv- 
ous system, the less important does this consciousness become. 
The extreme statement of that sort was given by Hugo Miin- 
sterberg.’® He assumed the organism itself simply ran on, but that 
answering to certain nervous changes there were conscious states. 
If one said that he did something, what that amounted to was a 
consciousness of the movement of the muscles of his body in do- 
ing it; the consciousness of the beginning of the act is that which 
he interpreted as his own volition to act. There is only a con- 
sciousness of certain processes that are going on. Parallelism in 
this extreme form, however, excluded just such processes as those 
of attention and the selective character of consciousness. If the 
physiologist had been able to point out the mechanism of the 
central nervous system by which we organize our action, there 
might still be dominant such a statement in terms of this extreme 
parallelism which would regard the individual as simply conscious 
of the selection which the organism made. But the process of se- 
lection itself is so complex that it becomes almost impossible to 
state it, especially in such terms. Consciousness as such is pecul- 
iarly selective, and the processes of selection, of sensitizing the 
organ to stimuli, are something very difficult to isolate in the cen- 
tral nervous system. William James points out that the amount of 


16 See Die Willenshandlung. 
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difference which you have to give to a certain stimulus to make 
it dominant is very slight, and he could conceive of an act of 
volition which holds onto a certain stimulus and just gives it a 
little more emphasis than it otherwise would have. Wundt tried 
to make parallelism possible by assuming the possibility of cer- 
tain centers which could perform this selective function. But 
there was no satisfactory statement of the way in which one could 
get this interaction between an organism and a consciousness, of 
the way in which consciousness could act upon a central nervous 
system. So that we get, at this stage of the development of psy- 
chology, parallelism rather than interactionism. 

The parallelistic phase of psychology reveals itself, not simply 
as one of the passing forms which has appeared in psychological 
investigation, but as one which has served a very evident purpose 
and met a very evident need. 

We do distinguish, in some sense, the experiences that we call 
conscious from those going on in the world around us. We see a 
color and give it a certain name. We find that we are mistaken, 
due to a defect in our vision, and we go back to the spectral colors 
and analyze it. We say there is something that is independent of our 
immediate sensory process. We are trying to hold that part of ex- 
perience that can be taken as independent of one’s own immediate 
response. We want to get hold of that so that we can deal with the 
problem of error. When error is involved, we do not draw the line. 
When we discover that a tree seen at a distance is not there when 
we reach the spot, we have mistaken something else for a tree. 
Thus, we have to have a field to which we can refer our own ex- 
perience; and also we require objects which are recognized to be 
independent of our own vision. We want the mechanism which 
will make that distinction at any time, and we generalize it in 
this way. We work out the theory of sense perception in terms of 
the external stimulus, so that we can get hold of that which can 
be depended upon in order to distinguish it from that which can- 
not be depended upon in the same way. Even an object that is 
actually there can still be so resolved. In the laboratory we can 
distinguish between the stimulus and the sense experience. The 
experimenter turns on a certain light, and he knows just what that 
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light is. He can tell what takes place in the retina and in the cen- 
tral nervous system, and then he asks what the experiences are. 
He puts all sorts of elements in the process so that the subject will 
mistake what it is. He gets on the one side conscious data and on 
the other side the physical processes that are going on. He carries 
this analysis only into a field which is of importance for his inves- 
tigation; and he himself has objects out there which could be 
analyzed in the same fashion. 

We want to be able to distinguish what belongs to our own 
experience from that which can be stated, as we say, in scientific 
terms. We are sure of some processes, but we are not sure as to 
the reaction of people to these processes. We recognize that there 
are all sorts of differences among individuals. We have to make 
this distinction, so we have to set up a certain parallelism be- 
tween things which are there and have a uniform value for every- 
body, and things which vary with certain individuals. We seem to 
get a field of consciousness and a field of physical things which 
are not conscious. 

I want to distinguish the differences in the use of the term 
“consciousness” to stand for accessibility to certain contents and 
as synonymous with certain contents themselves. When you shut 
your eyes you shut yourself off from certain stimuli. When one 
takes an anesthetic, the world is inaccessible to him. Similarly, 
sleep renders one inaccessible to the world. Now I want to distin- 
guish this use of consciousness, that of rendering one accessible 
and inaccessible to certain fields, from these contents themselves 
which are determined by the experience of the individual. We 
want to be able to deal with an experience which varies among 
the different individuals, to deal with the different contents which 
in some sense represent the same object. We want to be able to 
separate those contents which vary from contents which are in 
some sense common to all of us. Our psychologists undertake def- 
initely to deal with experience as it varies with individuals. Some 
of these experiences are dependent upon the perspective of the 
individual, and some are peculiar to a particular organ. When 
one is color-blind he has a different experience from a person with 


a normal eye. 
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When we use “consciousness,” then, with reference to those 
conditions which are variable with the experience of the individ- 
ual, this usage is a quite different one from that of rendering our- 
selves inaccessible to the world.!7 In one case we are dealing with 
the situation of a person going to sleep, distracting his attention 
or centering his attention—a partial or complete exclusion of cer- 
tain parts of a field. The other use is in application to the experi- 
ence of the individual that is different from the experience of 
anybody else, and not only different in that way, but different 
from his own experience at different times. Our experience varies 
not simply with our own organism but from moment to moment, 
and yet it is an experience which is of something which has not 
varied as our experiences vary, and we want to be able to study 
that experience in this variable form, so that some sort of paral- 
lelism has to be set up. One might attempt to set up the parallel- 
ism outside of the body, but the study of the stimuli inevitably 
takes us over into the study of the body itself. 

Different positions will lead to different experiences in regard 
to such an object as a penny placed on a certain spot. There are 
other phenomena that are dependent upon the character of the 
eye, or the effect of past experiences. What the penny would be 
experienced as depends upon the past experiences that may have 
occurred to the different individuals. It is a different penny to 
one person from what it is to another; yet the penny is there as an 
entity by itself. We want to be able to deal with these spatially 
perspectival differences in individuals. Still more important from 
a psychological standpoint is the perspective of memory, by 
means of which one person sees one penny and another sees an- 
other penny. These are characters which we want to separate, and 
it is here that the legitimacy of our parallelism lies, namely, in 
that distinction between the object as it can be determined, physi- 
cally and physiologically, as common to all, and the experience 
which is peculiar to a particular organism, a particular person. 

17 Also from a third use in which “consciousness” is restricted to the 
level of the operation of symbols. On consciousness see “The Definition of 
the Psychical,” University of Chicago Decennial Publications, III (1903), 


77 ff.; “What Social Objects Must Psychology Presuppose?” Journal of 
Philosophy, VII (1910), 174 ff. 
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Setting this distinction up as a psychological doctrine gives 
the sort of psychology that Wundt has most effectively and ex- 
haustively presented. He has tried to present the organism and its 
environment as identical physical objects for any experience, al- 
though the reflection of them in the different experiences are all 
different. Two persons studying the same central nervous system 
at the dissecting table will see it a little differently; yet they see 
the same central nervous system. Each of them has a different ex- 
perience in that process. Now, put on one side the organism and 
its environment as a common object and then take what is left, so 
to speak, and put that into the experience of the separate individ- 
uals, and the result is a parallelism: on the one side the physical 
world, and on the other side consciousness. 

The basis for this distinction is, as we have seen, a familiar 
and a justifiable one, but when put into the form of a psychology, 
as Wundt did, it reaches its limits; and when carried beyond leads 
into difficulty. The legitimate distinction is that which enables a 
person to identify that phase of an experience which is peculiar 
to himself, which has to be studied in terms of a moment in his 
biography. There are facts which are important only insofar as 
they lie in the biography of the individual. The technique of that 
sort of a separation comes back to the physiological environment 
on one side and to the experience on the other. In this way an 
experience of the object itself is contrasted with the individual’s 
experience, consciousness on one side with the unconscious world 
on the other. 

When we follow this distinction down to its limits, we reach a 
physiological organism that is the same for all people, played 
upon by a set of stimuli which is the same to all. We want to fol- 
low the effects of such stimuli in the central nervous system up to 
the point where a particular individual has a specific experience. 
When we have done that for a particular case, we use this analy- 
sis as a basis for generalizing that distinction. We can say that 
there are physical things on one side and mental events on the 
other. We assume that the experienced world of each person is 
looked upon as a result of a causal series that lies inside of his 
brain. We follow stimuli into the brain, and there we say con- 
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sciousness flashes out. In this way we have ultimately to locate 
all experience in the brain, and then old epistemological ghosts 
arise. Whose brain is it? How is the brain known? Where does 
that brain lie? The whole world comes to lie inside of the observ- 
er’s brain; and his brain lies in everybody else’s brain, and so on 
without end. All sorts of difficulties arise if one undertakes to 
erect this parallelistic division into a metaphysical one. The essen- 
tially practical nature of this division must now be pointed out. 


The Program of Behaviorism 


We have seen that a certain sort of parallelism is involved 
in the attempt to state the experience of the individual insofar as 
it is peculiar to him as an individual. What is accessible only to 
that individual, what takes place only in the field of his own inner 
life, must be stated in its relationship to the situation within which 
it takes place. One individual has one experience and another has 
another experience, and both are stated in terms of their biogra- 
phies; but there is in addition that which is common to the expe- 
rience of all. And our scientific statement correlates that which 
the individual himself experiences, and which can ultimately be 
stated only in terms of his experience, with the experience which 
belongs to everyone. This is essential in order that we may inter- 
pret what is peculiar to the individual. We are always separating 
that which is peculiar to our own reaction, that which we can see 
that other persons cannot see, from that which is common to all. 
We are referring what belongs to the experience just of the indi- 
vidual to a common language, to a common world. And when we 
carry out this relationship, this correlation, into what takes place 
physically and physiologically, we get a parallelistic psychology. 

The particular color or odor that any one of us experiences is 
a private affair. It differs from the experience of other individuals, 
and yet there is the common object to which it refers. It is the 
same light, the same rose, that is involved in these experiences. 
What we try to do is to follow these common stimuli in through 
the nervous system of each of these individuals. We aim to get 
the statement in universal terms which will answer to those par- 
ticular conditions. We want to control them as far as we can, and 
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it is that determination of the conditions under which the par- 
ticular experience takes place that enables us to carry out that 
control.1& 

When one says that his experience of an object is made up of 
different sensations and then undertakes to state the conditions 
under which those sensations take place, he may say that he is 
stating those conditions in terms of his own experience. But they 
are conditions which are common to all. He measures, he deter- 
mines just what is taking place, but this apparatus with which he 
measures is, after all, made up of his sensuous experience. Things 
that are hot or cold, rough or smooth, the objeets themselves, are 
stated in terms of sensations; but they are stated in terms of sen- 
sations which we can make universal, and we take these common 
characters of experience and find in terms of them those experi- 
ences which are peculiar to the different individuals. 

Psychology is interested in this correlation, in finding out 
what the relationship is between what goes on in the physical 
world and what goes on in the organism when a person has a 
sensory experience. That program was carried out by Hermann 
Helmholtz.® The world was there in terms which could be stated 
in the laws of science, that is, the stimuli were stated in physical 
terms. What goes on in the nervous system could be stated more 
and more exactly, and this could be correlated with certain def- 
inite experiences which the individual found in his own life. The 
psychologist is interested in learning the correlation between the 
conditions under which the experience takes place and that which 
is peculiar to the individual. He wishes to make these statements 
as universal as possible and is scientific in that respect. He wants 
to state the experience of an individual just as closely as he can 
in terms of the field which he can control, those conditions under 
which it appears. He naturally tries to state the conduct of the in- 
dividual in terms of his reflexes, and he carries back as far as he 
can the more complex reflexes of the individual to the simpler 


18 The following methodological interpretation of parallelism is fur- 
ther discussed in Mead, op. cit., pp. 109 ff. 


19 Die Lehre von dem Tonempfindungen; Handbuch der physiolo- 
gischen Optik. 
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forms of action. He uses, as far as he is able to use, a behavior- 
istic statement, because that can be formulated in terms of this 
same field he controls. 

The motive back of modern psychology gets an expression in 
the field of mental testing, where one is getting correlations be- 
tween certain situations and certain responses. It is characteristic 
of this psychology that, not only is it as behavioristic as it can be 
(in that it states the experience of the individual as completely as 
it can in objective terms), but it also is interested in getting such 
statements and correlations so that it can control conduct as far 
as possible. We find modern psychology interested in practical 
problems, especially those of education. We have to lead the in- 
telligences of infants and children into certain definite uses of 
media and certain definite types of responses. How can we take the 
individual with his peculiarities and bring him over into a more 
nearly uniform type of response? He has to have the same lan- 
guage as others, and the same units of measurement; and he has 
to take over a certain definite culture as a background for his own 
experience. He has to fit himself into certain social structures and 
make them a part of himself. How is that to be accomplished? 
We are dealing with separate individuals and yet these individ- 
uals have to become a part of a common whole. We want to get 
the correlation between this world which is common and that 
which is peculiar to the individual. So we have psychology attack- 
ing the questions of learning, and the problems of the school, and 
trying to analyze different intelligences so that we can state them 
in terms which are as far as possible common; we want something 
which can correlate with the task which the child has to carry out. 
There are certain definite processes involved in speech. What is 
there that is uniform by means of which we are able to identify 
what the individual can do and what particular training he may 
have to take? Psychology also goes over into the field of business 
questions, of salesmanship, personnel questions; it goes over into 
the field of that which is abnormal and tries to get hold of that 
which is peculiar in the abnormal individual and to bring it into 
relation with the normal and with the structures which get their 
expression in these abnormalities. It is interesting to see that psy- 
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chology starts with this problem of getting correlations between 
the experience of individuals and conditions under which it takes 
place and undertakes to state this experience in terms of behav- 
ior; and that it at once endeavors to make a practical use of this 
correlation it finds for the purposes of training and control. It is 
becoming essentially a practical science and has pushed to one 
side the psychological and philosophical problems which have 
been tied up with earlier dogma under associational psychology. 
Such are the influences which work in the behavioristic psychol- 
ogy. 
This psychology is not, and should not be regarded as, a the- 
ory which is to be put against an associational doctrine. What it 
is trying to do is to find what the conditions are under which the 
experience of the individual arises. That experience is of the sort 
that takes us back to conduct in order that we can follow it. It is 
that which gives a distinctive mark to a psychological investiga- 
tion. History and all the social sciences deal with human beings, 
but they are not primarily psychological. Psychology can be of 
great importance in dealing with, say, economics, the problem of 
value, of desire, the problems of political science, the relation of 
the individual to the state, and the personal relations which have 
to be considered in terms of individuals. All of the social sciences 
can be found to have a psychological phase. History is nothing 
but biography, a whole series of biographies; and yet all of these 
social sciences deal with individuals in their common characters; 
and when the individual stands out as different, he is looked at 
from the point of view of that which he accomplishes in the whole 
society, or in terms of the destructive effect which he may have. 
But we are not primarily occupied as social scientists in studying 
his experience as such. Psychology does undertake to work out 
the technique which will enable it to deal with these experiences 
which any individual may have at any moment in his life and 
which are peculiar to that individual. And the method of dealing 
with such an experience is in knowing the conditions under which 
that experience of the individual took place. We should under- 
take to state the experience of the individual just as far as we can 
in terms of the conditions under which it arises. It is essentially a 
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control problem to which the psychologist is turning. It has, of 
course, its aspect of research for knowledge. We want to increase 
our knowledge, but there is back of that an attempt to get control 
through the knowledge which we obtain; and it is very interest- 
ing to see that our modern psychology is going farther and farther 
into those fields within which control can be so realized. It is suc- 
cessful insofar as it can work out correlations which can be tested. 
We want to get hold of those factors in the nature of the individ- 
ual which can be recognized in the nature of all members of soci- 
ety but which can be identified in the particular individual. Those 
are problems which are forcing themselves more and more to the 
front. 

There is another phase of recent psychology which I should 
refer to, namely, configuration or gestalt psychology, which has 
been of interest in recent years. There we have the recognition of 
elements or phases of experience which are common to the expe- 
rience of the individual and to those conditions under which this 
experience arises.”° There are certain general forms in the field of 
perception in the experience of the individual as well as in the 
objects themselves. They can be identified. One cannot take such a 
thing as a color and build it up out of certain sets of sensations. 
Experience, even that of the individual, must start with some 
whole. It must involve some whole in order that we may get the 
elements we are after. What is of peculiar importance to us is this 
recognition of an element which is common in the perception of the 
individual and that which is regarded as a condition under which 
that perception arises—a position in opposition to an analysis of 
experience which proceeds on the assumption that the whole we 
have in our perception is simply an organization of these separate 
elements. Gestalt psychology gives us another element which is 
common to the experience of the individual and the world which 
determines the conditions under which that experience arises. 
When before one was concerned with the stimuli and what could 
be traced in the central nervous system which was then correlated 
with the experience of the individual, now we have a certain struc- 


20 W. Kohler, Die physischen Gestalten in Ruhe und im stationaren 
Zustand ; Gestalt Psychology. 
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ture that has to be recognized both in the experience of the indi- 
vidual and the conditioning world. 

A behavioristic psychology represents a definite tendency 
rather than a system, a tendency to state as far as possible the 
conditions under which the experience of the individual arises. 
Correlation gets its expression in parallelism. The term is unfor- 
tunate in that it carries with it the distinction between mind and 
body, between the psychical and the physical. It is true that all 
the operations of stimuli can be traced through to the central 
nervous system, so we seem to be able to take the problem inside 
of our skins and get back to something i in the organism, the cen- 
tral nervous system, which is representative of everything that 
happens outside. When we speak of a light as influencing us, we 
must remember it does not influence us until it strikes the retina 
of the eye. Sound does not exert influence until it reaches the ear, 
and so on, so that we can say the whole world can be stated in 
terms of what goes on inside of the organism itself. And we can 
say that what we are trying to correlate are the happenings in the 
central nervous system on the one side and the experience of the 
individual on the other. 

But we have to recognize that we have made an arbitrary cut 
there. We cannot take the central nervous system by itself, nor 
the physical objects by themselves. The whole process is one 
which starts from a stimulus and involves everything that takes 
place. Thus, psychology correlates the difference of perceptions 
with the physical intensity of the stimulus. We could state the in- 
tensity of a weight we were lifting in terms of the central nervous 
system, but that would be a difficult way of stating it. That is not 
what psychology is trying to do. It is not trying to relate a set of 
psychoses to a set of neuroses. It is trying to state the experiences 
of the individual in terms of the conditions under which they 
arise, and such conditions can very seldom be stated in terms of 
the neuroses. Occasionally we can follow the process into the cen- 
tral nervous system, but it is quite impossible to state most of the 
conditions in those terms. We control experiences in the intensity 
of the light, in the noises that we produce—control them in terms 
of the effects which are produced on us by heat and cold. That is 
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where we get our control. We may be able to change these by 
dealing with actual organisms, but in general we are trying to 
correlate the experience of the individual with the situation under 
which it arises. In order that we can get that sort of control, we 
have to have a generalized statement. We want to know the con- 
ditions under which experience may appear. We are interested in 
finding the most general laws of correlation we can find. But the 
psychologist is interested in finding that sort of condition which 
can be correlated with the experience of the individual. We are 
trying to state the experience of the individual and situations in 
just as common terms as we can, and it is this which gives the 
importance to what we call behavioristic psychology. It is not a 
new psychology that comes in and takes the place of an old sys- 
tem. 

An objective psychology is not trying to get rid of conscious- 
ness, but trying to state the intelligence of the individual in terms 
which will enable us to see how that intelligence is exercised and 
how it can be improved. It is natural, then, that such a psychology 
as this should seek for a statement which would bring these two 
phases of the experience as close to each other as possible or 
translate them into language which is common to both fields. We 
do not want two languages, one of certain physical facts and one 
of certain conscious facts. When you push that analysis to the 
limit, you say that everything that takes place in consciousness in 
some way has to be located in the head, because you are following 
up a certain sort of causal relation which affects consciousness. 
The head you talk about is not stated in terms of the head you 
are observing. Bertrand Russell says the real head he is referring 
to is not the head that the physiologist is looking at, but the phys- 
iologist’s own head. Whether that is the case or not, it is a matter 
of infinite indifference to psychologists. That is not a problem in 
the present psychology, and behaviorism is not to be regarded as 
legitimate to a certain point and as then breaking down. Behav- 
ioristic psychology only undertakes to get a common statement 
that is significant and makes our correlation successful. The 
history of psychology has been a history which moved in this 
direction, and anyone who looks at what takes place in the psy- 
chological associations at the present time and the ways in which 
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psychology is being carried over into other fields, sees that the 
interest, the impulse that lies behind it, is in getting just such a 
correlation which will enable science to get a control over the 
conditions of experience. 

The term “parallelism” has an unfortunate implication: it is 
historically and philosophically bound up with the contrast of 
the physical over against the psychical, with. consciousness over 
against the unconscious world. Actually, we simply state what 
an experience is as compared to those conditions under which it 
arises. The fact lies behind parallelism, and to carry out the 
correlation one has to state both fields in as common a language 
as possible, and behaviorism is simply a movement in that di- 
rection. Psychology is not something that deals with conscious- 
ness; psychology deals with the experience of the individual in 
relation to the conditions under which the experience goes 
on. It is social psychology when the conditions are social ones. 
It is behavioristic when the approach to experience is made 
through conduct.” 


21 By way of further avoiding certain metaphysical implications I 
wish to say that it does not follow that because we have on the one side 
individual experience which can be perhaps private in the sense to which 
I have referred to privacy, and have on the other a common world, that we 
have then two separate levels of existence or reality which are to be distin- 
guished metaphysically from each other. A great deal that appears simply 
as the experience of an individual, as his own sensation or perception, be- 
comes public later. Every discovery as such begins with experiences which 
have to be stated in terms of the biography of the discoverer. The man can 
note exceptions and implications which other people do not see and can 
only record them in terms of his own experience. He puts them in that form 
in order that other persons may get a like experience, and then he under- 
takes to find out what the explanation of these strange facts is. He works 
out hypotheses and tests them and they become common property there- 
after. That is, there is a close relationship between these two fields of the 
psychical and the physical, the private and the public. We make distinc- 
tions between these, recognizing that the same factor may now be only 
private and yet later may become public. It is the work of the discoverer 
through his observations and through his hypotheses and experiments 
to be continually transforming what is his own private experience into a 
universal form. The same may be said of other fields, as in the work of 
the great artist who takes his own emotions and gives them a universal 
form so that others may enter into them. 
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Wundt and the Concept of the Gesture 


The particular field of social science with which we are 
concerned is one which was opened up through the work of 
Darwin and the more elaborate presentation of Wundt. 

When we take Wundt’s parallelistic statement, we get a point 
of view from which we can approach the problem of social ex- 
perience. Wundt undertook to show the parallelism between what 
goes on in the body as represented by processes of the central 
nervous system and what goes on in those experiences which 
the individual recognizes as his own. He had to find that which 
was common to these two fields—what in the psychical experi- 
ence could be referred to in physical terms.” 

Wundt isolated a very valuable conception of the gesture as 
that which becomes later a symbol, but which is to be found in 
its earlier stages as a part of a social act.”? It is that part of the 
social act which serves as a stimulus to other forms involved in 
the same social act. I have given the illustration of the dogfight 
as a method of presenting the gesture. The act of each dog be- 
comes the stimulus to the other dog for his response. There is 
then a relationship between these two; and as the act is respond- 
ed to by the other dog; it, in turn, undergoes change. The very 
fact that the dog is ready to attack another becomes a stimulus 
to the other dog to change his own position or his own attitude. 
He has no sooner done this than the change of attitude in the 


22 Cf. Grundziige der physiologischen Psychologie. The fundamental 
defect of Wundt’s psychophysical parallelism is the fundamental defect 
of all psychophysical parallelism: the required parallelism is not in fact 
complete on the psychical side, since only the sensory and not the motor 
phase of the physiological process of experience has a psychic correlate; 
hence the psychical aspect of the required parallelism can be completed 
only physiologically, thus breaking it down. And this fundamental defect 
of his psychophysical parallelism vitiates the analysis of social experiences 
—and especially of communication—which he bases upon the assumption 
of that parallelism. 


23 Volkerpsychologie, Vol. 1. For Mead’s treatment of Wundt com- 
pare “The Relations of Psychology and Philology,” Psychological Bulletin, 
I (1904), 375 ff., with the more critical “The Imagination in Wundt’s 
Treatment of Myth and Religion,” ibid., III (1906), 393 ff. 
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second dog in turn causes the first dog to change his attitude. 
We have here a conversation of gestures. They are not, how- 
ever, gestures in the sense that they are significant. We do not 
assume that the dog says to himself, “If the animal comes from 
this direction, he is going to spring at my throat, and I will turn 
in such a way.” What does take place is an actual change in his 
own position due to the direction of the approach of the other 
dog. 

We find a similar situation in boxing and in fencing, as in the 
feint and the parry that is initiated on the part of the other. 
And then the first one of the two in turn changes his attack; 
there may be considerable play back and forth before actually 
a stroke results. This is the same situation as in the dogfight. 
When the individual is successful a great deal of his attack and 
defense must be not considered, it must take place immediately. 
He must adjust himself “instinctively” to the attitude of the 
other individual. He may, of course, think it out. He may de- 
liberately feint in order to open up a place of attack. But a great 
deal has to be without deliberation. 

In this case we have a situation in which certain parts of the 
act become a stimulus to the other form to adjust itself to those 
responses; and that adjustment in turn becomes a stimulus to 
the first form to change his own act and start a different one. 
There are a series of attitudes, movements, on the part of these 
forms which belong to the beginnings of acts that are the stimuli 
for the responses that take place. The beginning of a response 
becomes the stimulus to the first form to change his attitude, to 
adopt a different act. The term “gesture” may be identified 
with these beginnings of social acts which are stimuli for the re- 
sponse of other forms. Darwin was interested in such gestures 
because they expressed emotions, and he dealt with them ver 
largely as though this were their sole function. He looked at them 
as serving the function with reference to the other forms which 
they served with reference to his own observation. The gestures 
expressed emotions of the animal to Darwin; he saw in the at- 
titude of the dog the joy with which he accompanied his master 
in taking a walk. And he left his treatment of the gestures large- 
ly in these terms. 
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It was easy for Wundt to show that this was not a legitimate 
point of attack on the problem of these gestures. They did not 
at bottom serve the function of expression of the emotions: 
that was not the reason why they were stimuli, but rather be- 
cause they were parts of complex acts in which different forms 
were involved. They became the tools through which the other 
forms responded. When they did give rise to a certain response, 
they were themselves changed in response to the change which 
took place in the other form. They are part of the organization 
of the social act and highly important elements in that organi- 
zation. To the human observer they are expressions of emo- 
tion, and that function of expressing emotion can legitimately 
become the field of the work of the artist and of the actor. The 
actor is in the same position as the poet; he is expressing emo- 
tions through his own attitude, his tones of voice, through his 
gestures, just as the poet through his poetry is expressing his 
emotions and arousing that emotion in others. We get in this 
way a function which is not found in the social act of these ani- 
mals or in a great deal of our own conduct, such as that of the 
boxer and the fencer. We have this interplay with the gestures 
serving their functions, calling out the responses of the others, 
these responses becoming themselves stimuli for readjustment 
until the final social act itself can be carried out. Another 
illustration of this is in the relation of parent-form to the infant 
—the stimulating cry, the answering tone on the part of the 
parent-form and the consequent change in the cry of the infant- 
form. Here we have a set of adjustments of the two forms carry- 
ing out a common social act involved in the care of the child. 
Thus we have, in all these instances, a social process in which 
one can isolate the gesture which has its function in the social 
process and which can become an expression of emotions or 
later can become the expression of a meaning, an idea. 

The primitive situation is that of the social act which involves 
the interaction of different forms, which involves, therefore, the 
adjustment of the conduct of these different forms to each other, 
in the social process. Within that process one can find what 
we term the gestures, those phases of the act which bring about 
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the adjustment of the response of the other form. These phases 
of the act carry with them the attitude as the observer recognizes 
it and also what we call the inner attitude. The animal may 
be angry or afraid. There are such emotional attitudes which lie 
back of these acts, but these are only part of the whole process 
that is going on. Anger expresses itself in attack; fear expresses 
itself in flight. We can see, then, that the gestures mean these 
attitudes on the part of the form, that is, they have that meaning 
for us. We see that an animal is angry and that he is going to 
attack. We know that that is in the action of the animal and 
is revealed by the attitude of the animal. We cannot say the 
animal means it in the sense that he has a reflective deter- 
mination to attack. A man may strike another before he means 
it; a man may jump and run away from a loud sound behind 
his back before he knows what he is doing. If he has the idea 
in his mind, then the gesture not only means this to the observer 
but it also means the idea which the individual has. In one case 
the observer sees that the attitude of the dog means attack, but 
he does not say that it means a conscious determination to 
attack on the part of the dog. However, should somebody shake 
his fist in your face you assume that he has not only a hostile 
attitude but that he has some idea behind it. You assume that 
it means not only a possible attack, but that the individual has 
an idea in his experience. 

When, now, that gesture means this idea behind it and it 
arouses that idea in the other individual, then we have a sig- 
nificant symbol. In the case of the dogfight we have a gesture 
which calls out appropriate response; in the present case we 
have a symbol which answers to a meaning in the experience of 
the first individual and which also calls out that meaning in the 
second individual. Where the gesture reaches that situation it 
has become what we call “language.” It is now a significant 
symbol, and it signifies a certain meaning.”* 

The gesture is that phase of the individual act to which ad- 
justment takes place on the part of other individuals in the 


24 See “A Behavioristic Account of the Significant Symbol,” Journal 
of Philosophy, XIX (1922), 157 ff. 
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social process of behavior. The vocal gesture becomes a signifi- 
cant symbol (unimportant, as such, on the merely affective side 
of experience) when it has the same effect on the individual 
making it that it has on the individual to whom it is addressed 
or who explicitly responds to it, and thus involves a reference to 
the self of the individual making it. The gesture in general, and 
the vocal gesture in particular, indicates some object or other 
within the field of social behavior, an object of common interest 
to all the individuals involved in the given social act thus di- 
rected toward or upon that object. The function of the gesture 
is to make adjustment possible among the individuals impli- 
cated in any given social act with reference to the object or ob- 
jects with which that act is concerned; and the significant ges- 
ture or significant symbol affords far greater facilities for such 
adjustment and readjustment than does the non-significant ges- 
ture, because it calls out in the individual making it the same 
attitude toward it (or toward its meaning) that it calls out in 
the other individuals participating with him in the given social 
act. Thus it makes him conscious of their attitude toward it 
(as a component of his behavior) and enables him to adjust his 
subsequent behavior to theirs in the light of that attitude. In 
short, the conscious or significant conversation of gestures is a 
much more adequate and effective mechanism of mutual ad- 
justment within the social act—involving, as it does, the taking, 
by each of the individuals carrying it on, of the attitudes of the 
others toward himself—than is the unconscious or non-signifi- 
cant conversation of gestures. 

When, in any given social act or situation, one individual in- 
dicates by a gesture to another individual what this other indi- 
vidual is to do, the first individual is conscious of the meaning of 
his own gesture—or the meaning of his gesture appears in his 
own experience—insofar as he takes the attitude of the second 
individual toward that gesture and tends to respond to it im- 
plicitly in the same way that the second individual responds to 
it explicitly. Gestures become significant symbols when they 
implicitly arouse in an individual making them the same re- 
sponses which they explicitly arouse, or are supposed to arouse, 
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in other individuals, the individuals to whom they are addressed. 
In all conversations of gestures within the social process, whether 
external (between different individuals) or internal (between 
a given individual and himself), the individual’s consciousness 
of the content and flow of meaning involved depends on his 
thus taking the attitude of the other toward his own gestures. 
In this way every gesture within a given social group or com- 
munity comes to stand for a particular act or response, namely, 
the act or response which it calls forth explicitly in the individual 
to whom it is addressed and implicitly in the individual who 
makes it; and this particular act or response for which it stands 
is its meaning as a significant symbol. Only in terms of ges- 
tures as significant symbols is the existence of mind or intelli- 
gence possible; for only in terms of gestures which are significant 
symbols can thinking—which is simply an internalized or im- 
plicit conversation of the individual with himself by means 
of such gestures—take place. The internalization in our ex- 
perience of the external conversations of gestures which we carry 
on with other individuals in the social process is the essence 
of thinking; and the gestures thus internalized are significant 
symbols because they have the same meanings for all individual 
members of the given society or social group, that is, they 
respectively arouse the same attitudes in the individuals making 
them that they arouse in the individuals responding to them. 
Otherwise the individual could not internalize them or be con- 
scious of them and their meanings. As we shall see, the same 
procedure which is responsible for the genesis and existence of 
mind or consciousness—namely, the taking of the attitude of 
the other toward one’s self, or toward one’s own behavior—also 
necessarily involves the genesis and existence at the same time 
of significant symbols, or significant gestures. 

In Wundt’s doctrine, the parallelism between the gesture and 
the emotion or the intellectual attitude of the individual, makes 
it possible to set up a like parallelism in the other individual. 
The gesture calls out a gesture in the other form which will 
arouse or call out the same emotional attitude and the same 


idea. When this has taken place the individuals have begun to 
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talk to each other. What I referred to before was a conversa- 
tion of gestures which did not involve significant symbols or 
gestures. The dogs are not talking to each other; there are no 
ideas in the minds of the dogs; nor do we assume that the dog 
is trying to convey an idea to the other dog. But if the gesture, 
in the case of the human individual, has parallel to it a cer- 
tain psychical state which is the idea of what the person is go- 
ing to do, and if this gesture calls out a like gesture in the other 
individual and calls out a similar idea, then it becomes a signifi- 
cant gesture. It stands for the ideas in the minds of both of 
them. 

There is some difficulty in carrying out this analysis if we 
accept Wundt’s parallelism. When a person shakes his fist in your 
face, that is a gesture in the sense in which we use the term, the 
beginning of an act that calls out a response on your part. Your 
response may vary: it may depend on the size of the man, it may 
mean shaking your fist, or it may mean flight. A whole series of 
different responses are possible. In order that Wundt’s theory 
of the origin of language may be carried out, the gesture which 
the first individual makes use of must in some sense be repro- 
duced in the experience of the individual in order that it may 
arouse the same idea in his mind. We must not confuse the be- 
ginning of language with its later stages. It is quite true that as 
soon as we see the attitude of the dog we say that it means an 
attack, or that when we see a person looking around for a chair 
that it means he would like to sit down. The gesture is one 
which means these processes, and that meaning is aroused by 
what we see. But we are supposed to be at the beginning of 
these developments of language. If we assume that there is a 
certain psychical state answering a physical state, how are we 
going to get to the point when the gesture will arouse the same 
gesture in the attitude of the other individual? In the very be- 
ginning the other person’s gesture means what you are going to 
do about it. It does not mean what he is thinking about or even 
his emotion. Supposing his angry attack aroused fear in you, 
then you are not going to have anger in your mind, but fear. 
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His gesture means fear as far as you are concerned. That is the 
primitive situation. Where the big dog attacks the little dog, 
the little dog puts his tail between his legs and runs away, but 
the gesture does not call out in the second individual what it did 
in the first. The response is generally of a different kind from 
the stimulus in the social act, a different action is aroused. 
If you assume that there is a certain idea answering to that 
act, you want at a later stage to get the idea of the first form, 
but originally your idea will be your own idea which answers to 
a certain end. If we say that gesture “A” has idea “a” as an- 
swering to it, gesture “A” in the first form calls out gesture “B” 
and its related idea “‘b” in the second form. Here the idea that 
answers to gesture “A” is not idea “a” but idea “b.” Such a 
process can never arouse in one mind just the idea which the 
other person has in his. 

How, in terms of Wundt’s psychological analysis of commu- 
nication, does a responding organism get or experience the same 
idea or psychical correlate of any given gesture that the organ- 
ism making this gesture has? The difficulty is that Wundt pre- 
supposes selves as antecedent to the social process in order to 
explain communication within that process, whereas, on the con- 
trary, selves must be accounted for in terms of the social process, 
and in terms of communication; and individuals must be brought 
into essential relation within that process before communication, 
or the contact between the minds of different individuals, be- 
comes possible. The body is not a self, as such; it becomes a 
self only when it has developed a mind within the context of 
social experience. It does not occur to Wundt to account for 
the existence and development of selves and minds within, or 
in terms of, the social process of experience; and his presup- 
position of them as making possible that process, and commu- 
nication within it, invalidates his analysis of that process. For 
if, as Wundt does, you presuppose the existence of mind at the 
start, as explaining or making possible the social process of ex- 
perience, then the origin of minds and the interaction among 
minds become mysteries. But if, on the other hand, you regard 
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the social process of experience as prior (in a rudimentary form) 
to the existence of mind and explain the origin of minds in 
terms of the interaction among individuals within that process, 
then not only the origin of minds, but also the interaction among 
minds (which is thus seen to be internal to their very nature and 
presupposed by their existence or development at all) cease to 
seem mysterious or miraculous. Mind arises through communi- 
cation by a conversation of gestures in a social process or con- 
text of experience—not communication through mind. 

Wundt thus overlooks the important fact that communica- 
tion is fundamental to the nature of what we term “mind”; and 
it is precisely in the recognition of this fact that the value and 
advantage of a behavioristic account of mind is chiefly to be 
found. Thus, Wundt’s analysis of communication presupposes 
the existence of minds which are able to communicate, and this 
existence remains an inexplicable mystery on his psychological 
basis; whereas the behavioristic analysis of communication makes 
no such presupposition, but instead explains or accounts for the 
existence of minds in terms of communication and social experi- 
ence. By regarding minds as phenomena which have arisen and 
developed from the process of communication and of social ex- 
perience generally (phenomena which therefore presuppose that 
process, rather than being presupposed by it), we say this analy- 
sis is able to throw real light on their nature. Wundt preserves 
a dualism or separation between gesture (or symbol) and idea, 
between sensory process and psychic content, because his psy- 
chophysical parallelism commits him to this dualism; and though 
he recognizes the need for establishing a functional relationship 
between them in terms of the process of communication within 
the social act, yet the only relationship of this sort which can 
be established on his psychological basis is one which entirely 
fails to illuminate the bearing that the context of social experi- 
ence has upon the existence and development of mind. Such 
illumination is provided only by the behavioristic analysis of 
communication and by the statement of the nature of mind in 
terms of communication to which that analysis leads. 
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Meaning” 


We are particularly concerned with intelligence on the 
human level, that is, with the adjustment to one another of the 
acts of different human individuals within the human social proc- 
ess. This adjustment takes place through communication—by 
gestures on the lower planes of human evolution and by signifi- 
cant symbols (gestures which possess meanings and are hence 
more than mere substitute stimuli) on the higher planes of hu- 
man evolution. 

The central factor in such adjustment is “meaning.” Mean- 
ing arises and lies within the field of the relation between the 
gesture of a given human organism and the subsequent behavior 
of this organism as indicated to another human organism by 
that gesture. If that gesture does so indicate to another organism 
the subsequent (or resultant) behavior of the given organism, 
then it has meaning. In other words, the relationship between 
a given stimulus—as a gesture—and the later phases of the 
social act of which it is an early (if not the initial) phase con- 
stitutes the field within which meaning originates and exists. 
Meaning is thus a development of something objectively there 
as a relation between certain phases of the social act; it is not 
a psychical addition to that act and it is not an “idea” as tra- 
ditionally conceived. A gesture by one organism, the resultant 
of the social act in which the gesture is an early phase, and the 
response of another organism to the gesture, are the relata in a 
threefold relationship of gesture to first organism, of gesture to 
second organism, and of gesture to subsequent phases of the 
given social act; and this threefold relationship constitutes the 
matrix within which meaning arises or which develops into the 
field of meaning. The gesture stands for a certain resultant of 
the social act, a resultant to which there is a definite response 
on the part of the individuals involved therein; so that meaning 
is given or stated in terms of response. Meaning is implicit—if 


25 See also “Social Consciousness and the Consciousness of Mean- 
ing,” Psychological Bulletin, VII (1910), 397 ff.; “The Mechanism of 
Social Consciousness,” Journal of Philosophy, 1X (1912), 401 ff. 
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not always explicit—in the relationship among the various phases 
of the social act to which it refers and out of which it develops. 
And its development takes place in terms of symbolization at 
the human evolutionary level. 

We have been concerning ourselves, in general, with the so- 
cial process of experience and behavior as it appears in the call- 
ing out by the act of one organism of an adjustment to that act 
in the responsive act of another organism. We have seen that 
the nature of meaning is intimately associated with the social 
process as it thus appears—that meaning involves this threefold 
relation among phases of the social act as the context in which 
it arises and develops: this relation of the gesture of one organ- 
ism to the adjustive response of another organism (also impli- 
cated in the given act) and to the completion of the given act—is 
a relation such that the second organism responds to the gesture 
of the first as indicating or referring to the completion of the 
given act. For example, the chick’s response to the cluck of the 
mother hen is a response to the meaning of the cluck; the cluck 
refers to danger or to food, as the case may be, and has this 
meaning or connotation for the chick. 

The social process, as involving communication, is in a sense 
responsible for the appearance of new objects in the field of ex- 
perience of the individual organisms implicated in that process. 
Organic processes or responses in a sense constitute the objects 
to which they are responses; that is to say, any given biological 
organism is in a way responsible for the existence (the mean- 
ings they have for it) of the objects to which it physiologically 
and chemically responds. There would, for example, be no food— 
no edible objects—if there were no organisms which could digest 
it. And similarly, the social process in a sense constitutes the 
objects to which it responds or to which it is an adjustment. 
That is to say, objects are constituted in terms of meanings with- 
in the social process of experience and behavior through the 
mutual adjustment to one another of the responses or actions of 
the various individual organisms involved in that process, an 
adjustment made possible by means of a communication which 
takes the form of a conversation of gestures in the earlier evolu- 
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tionary stages of that process and of language in its later stages. 
Awareness or consciousness is not necessary for meaning in 
the process of social experience. A gesture on the part of one 
organism in any given social act calls out a response on the part 
of another organism which is directly related to the action of the 
first organism and its outcome; and a gesture is a symbol of the 
result of the given social act of one organism (the organism 
making it) insofar as it is responded to by another organism 
(thereby also involved in that act) as indicating that result. The 
mechanism of meaning is thus present in the social act before 
the emergence of consciousness or awareness of meaning occurs. 
The act or adjustive response of the second organism gives to 
the gesture of the first organism the meaning which it has. 
Symbolization constitutes objects not constituted before, ob- 
jects which would not exist except for the context of social re- 
lationships wherein symbolization occurs. Language does not 
simply symbolize a situation or object which is already there in 
advance; it makes possible the existence or the appearance of 
that situation or object, for it is a part of the mechanism whereby 
that situation or object is created. The social process relates the 
responses of one individual to the gestures of another, as the 
meanings of the latter, and is thus responsible for the rise and 
existence of new objects in the social situation, objects depend- 
ent upon or constituted by these meanings. Meaning is thus not 
to be conceived, fundamentally, as a state of consciousness or 
as a set of organized relations existing or subsisting mentally 
outside the field of experience into which they enter; on the con- 
trary, it should be conceived objectively, as having its existence 
entirely within this field itself.°* The response of one organism 
to the gesture of another in any given social act is the meaning 
of that gesture and also is in a sense responsible for the appear- 
ance or coming into being of the new object—or new content of 
an old object—to which that gesture refers through the outcome 
of the given social act in which it is an early phase. For, to re- 


26 Nature has meaning and implication but not indication by sym- 
bols. The symbol is distinguishable from the meaning it refers to. Mean- 
ings are in nature, but symbols are the heritage of man (1924). 


166 PART V 


peat, objects are in a genuine sense constituted within the social 
process of experience by the communication and mutual adjust- 
ment of behavior among the individual organisms which are in- 
volved in that process and which carry it on. Just as in fencing 
the parry is an interpretation of the thrust, so, in the social act, 
the adjustive response of one organism to the gesture of another 
is the interpretation of that gesture by that organism. Indeed, it 
is the meaning of that gesture. 

At the level of self-consciousness such a gesture becomes a 
symbol, a significant symbol. But the interpretation of gestures 
is not, basically, a process going on in a mind as such or one 
necessarily involving a mind; it is an external, overt, physical, 
or physiological process in the actual field of social experience. 
Meaning can be described, accounted for, or stated in terms of 
symbols or language at its highest and most complex stage of 
development (the stage it reaches in human experience), but 
language simply lifts out of the social process a situation which 
is logically or implicitly there already. The language symbol is 
simply a significant or conscious gesture. 

Two main points are being made here: (1) that the social 
process, through the communication which it makes possible 
among the individuals implicated in it, is responsible for the 
appearance of a whole set of new objects in nature which exist 
in relation to it (objects, namely, of “common sense”’); and (2) 
that the gesture of one organism and the adjustive response of 
another organism to that gesture within any given social act bring 
out the relationship that exists between the gesture as the be- 
ginning of the given act and the completion or resultant of the 
given act, to which the gesture refers. These are the two basic 
and complementary logical aspects of the social process. 

The result of any given social act is definitely separated from 
the gesture indicating it by the response of another organism to 
that gesture, a response which points to the result of that act as 
indicated by that gesture. This situation is all there—is complete- 
ly given—on the non-mental, non-conscious level before the anal- 
ysis of it on the mental or conscious level. Dewey says that mean- 
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ing arises through communication.”" It is to the content to which 
the social process gives rise that this statement refers, not to bare 
ideas or printed words as such, but to the social process which has 
been so largely responsible for the objects constituting the daily en- 
vironment in which we live—a process in which communication 
plays the main part. That process can give rise to these new ob- 
jects in nature only insofar as it makes possible communication 
among the individual organisms involved in it. And the sense 
in which it is responsible for their existence—indeed for the ex- 
istence of the whole world of common-sense objects—is the sense 
in which it determines, conditions, and makes possible their ab- 
straction from the total structure of events, as identities which 
are relevant for everyday social behavior; and in that sense, or 
as having that meaning, they are existent only relative to that 
behavior. In the same way, at a later, more advanced stage of 
its development, communication is responsible for the existence 
of the whole realm of scientific objects as well as identities ab- 
stracted from the total structure of events by virtue of their 
relevance for scientific purposes. 

The logical structure of meaning, we have seen, is to be found 
in the threefold relationship of gesture to adjustive response and 
to the resultant of the given social act. Response on the part of 
the second organism to the gesture of the first is the interpreta- 
tion—and brings out the meaning—of that gesture, as indicating 
the resultant of the social act which it initiates, and in which 
both organisms are thus involved. This threefold or triadic re- 
lation between gesture, adjustive response, and resultant of the 
social act which the gesture initiates is the basis of meaning; for 
the existence of meaning depends upon the fact that the adjus- 
tive response of the second organism is directed toward the re- 
sultant of the given social act as initiated and indicated by the 
gesture of the first organism. The basis of meaning is thus ob- 
jectively there in social conduct or in nature in its relation to 
such conduct. Meaning is a content of an object which is depend- 
ent upon the relation of an organism or group of organisms to 
it. It is not essentially or primarily a psychical content (a content 


27 See Experience and Nature, chap. v. 
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of mind or consciousness), for it need not be conscious at all, 
and is not in fact until significant symbols are evolved in the 
process of human social experience. Only when it becomes iden- 
tified with such symbols does meaning become conscious. The 
meaning of a gesture on the part of one organism is the adjustive 
response of another organism to it, as indicating the resultant 
of the social act it initiates, the adjustive response of the second 
organism being itself directed toward or related to the comple- 
tion of that act. In other words, meaning involves a reference of 
the gesture of one organism to the resultant of the social act it 
indicates or initiates, as adjustively responded to in this reference 
by another organism; and the adjustive response of the other 
organism is the meaning of the gesture. 

Gestures may be either conscious (significant) or unconscious 
(non-significant). The conversation of gestures is not significant 
below the human level, because it is not conscious, that is, not 
self-conscious (though it is conscious in the sense of involving 
feelings or sensations). An animal as opposed to a human form, 
in indicating something to, or bringing out a meaning for, an- 
other form, is not at the same time indicating or bringing out 
the same thing or meaning to or for himself; for the animal has 
no mind, no thought, and hence there is no meaning here in the 
significant or self-conscious sense. A gesture is not significant 
when the response of another organism to it does not indicate 
to the first organism what the second organism is responding to.”* 


28 There are two characters which belong to that which we term 
“meanings,” one is participation and the other is communicability. Mean- 
ing can arise only insofar as some phase of the act which the individual 
is arousing in the other can be aroused in himself. There is always, to this 
extent, participation. And the result of this participation is communica- 
bility, that is, the individual can indicate to himself what he indicates to 
others. There is communication without significance where the gesture 
of the individual calls out the response in the other without calling out 
or tending to call out the same response in the individual himself. Signifi- 
cance from the standpoint of the observer may be said to be present in 
the gesture which calls out the appropriate response in the other or others 
within a co-operative act, but it does not become significant to the individ- 
uals who are involved in the act unless the tendency to the act is aroused 
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Much subtlety has been wasted on the problem of the mean- 
ing of meaning. It is not necessary, in attempting to solve this 
problem, to have recourse to psychical states, for the nature of 
meaning, as we have seen, is found to be implicit in the structure 
of the social act, implicit in the relations among its three basic 
individual components: namely, in the triadic relation of a ges- 
ture of one individual, a response to that gesture by a second 
individual, and completion of the given social act initiated by 
the gesture of the first individual. And the fact that the nature 
of meaning is thus found to be implicit in the structure of the 
social act provides additional emphasis upon the necessity, in 
social psychology, of starting with the initial assumption of an 
ongoing social process of experience and behavior in which any 
given group of human individuals is involved, and upon which 
the existence and development of their minds, selves, and self- 
consciousness depend. 


The Nature of Reflective Intelligence 


In the type of temporary inhibition of action which signi- 
fies thinking, or in which reflection arises, we have presented in 
the experience of the individual, tentatively and in advance and 
for his selection among them, the different possibilities or alterna- 
tives of future action open to him within the given social situa- 
tion—the different or alternative ways of completing the given 
social act wherein he is implicated, or which he has already in- 
itiated. Reflection or reflective behavior arises only under the 
conditions of self-consciousness and makes possible the purposive 
control and organization by the individual organism of its con- 
duct, with reference to its social and physical environment, that 
is, with reference to the various social and physical situations 
in which it becomes involved and to which it reacts. The organi- 
zation of the self is simply the organization, by the individual 
organism, of the set of attitudes toward its social environment— 


within the individual who makes it and unless the individual who is di- 
rectly affected by the gesture puts himself in the attitude of the individual 
who makes the gesture (MS). 
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and toward itself from the standpoint of that environment, or as 
a functioning element in the process of social experience and be- 
havior constituting that environment—which it is able to take. 
It is essential that such reflective intelligence be dealt with from 
the point of view of social behaviorism. 

There is something involved in our statement of the meaning 
of an object which is more than the mere response, however com- 
plex that may be. We may respond to a musical phrase and there 
may be nothing in the experience beyond the response; we may 
not be able to say why we respond or what it is we respond to. 
Our attitude may simply be that we like some music and do not 
like other music. Most of our recognitions are of this sort. We 
pick the book we want but could not say what the character of 
the book is. We probably could give a more detailed account of 
the countenance of a man we meet for the first time than of our 
most intimate friends. With our friends we are ready to start our 
conversation the moment they are there; we do not have to make 
sure who they are. But if we try to pick out a man who has been 
described to us, we narrowly examine the person to make sure 
he answers to the account that is given to us. With a person with 
whom we are familiar we carry on our conversation without think- 
ing of these things. Most of our processes of recognition do not 
involve this identification of the characters which enable us to 
identify the objects. We may have to describe a person, and we 
find we cannot do it—we know him too well. We may have to 
pick those details out, and then if we are taking a critical atti- 
tude, we have to find out what it is in the object that calls 
out this complex response. When we are doing that, we are get- 
ting a statement of what the nature of the object is, or if you 
like, its meaning. We have to indicate to ourselves what it is that 
calls out this particular response. We recognize a person, say, 
because of the character of his physique. If one should come into 
the room greatly changed by a long attack of sickness, or by ex- 
posure to the tropical sun, his friends would not be able to rec- 
ognize him immediately. There are certain elements which enable 
us to recognize a friend. We may have to pick out the characters 
which make recognition successful, to indicate those characters 
to somebody or to ourselves. We may have to determine what 
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the stimuli are that call out a response of this complex character. 
That is often a very difficult thing to do, as is evidenced by mu- 
sical criticism. A whole audience can be swept away by a com- 
position and perhaps not a person there will be able to state what 
it is in the production that calls out this particular response, or 
to tell what the various reactions are in these individuals. It is 
an unusual gift which can analyze that sort of an object and pick 
what the stimulus is for so complex an action. 

What I want to call attention to is the process by which there 
is an indication of those characters which do call out the response. 
Animals of a type lower than man respond to certain characters 
with a nicety that is beyond human capacity, such as odor in the 
case of a dog. But it would be beyond the capacity of a dog to 
indicate to another dog what the odor was. Another dog could 
not be sent by the first dog to pick out this odor. A man may 
tell how to identify another man. He can indicate what the char- 
acters are that will bring about a certain response. That ability 
absolutely distinguishes the intelligence of such a reflective being 
as man from that of the lower animals, however intelligent they 
may be. We generally say that man is a rational animal and 
lower animals are not. What I wanted to show, at least in terms 
of behavioristic psychology, is that what we have in mind in this 
distinction is the indication of those characters which lead to 
the sort of response which we give to an object. Pointing out 
the characters which lead to the response is precisely that which 
distinguishes a detective office that sends a man from a blood- 
hound which runs down a man. Here are two types of intelli- 
gence, each one specialized; the detective could not do what the 
bloodhound does, and the bloodhound could not do what the de- 
tective does. Now, the intelligence of the detective over the in- 
telligence of the bloodhound lies in this capacity to indicate what 
the particular characters are which will call out his response of 
taking the man.” 

29 Intelligence and knowledge are inside the process of conduct. 
Thinking is an elaborate process of . . . presenting the world so that it 
will be favorable for conduct, so that the ends of the life of the form can 


be reached (MS). 
Thinking is pointing out—to think about a thing is to point it out 
before acting (1924). 
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Such would be a behaviorist’s account of what is involved 
in reason. When you are reasoning you are indicating to yourself 
the characters that call out certain responses—and that is all you 
are doing. If you have the angle and a side you can determine 
the area of a triangle; given certain characters, there are certain 
responses indicated. There are other processes, not exactly ra- 
tional, out of which you can build up new responses from old 
ones. You may pick responses which are there in other reactions 
and put them together. A book of directions may provide a set 
of stimuli which lead to a certain set of responses, and you pick 
them out of your other complex responses, perhaps as they have 
not been picked out before. When you write on a typewriter you 
may be instructed as to the way in which to use it. You can build 
up a fairly good technique to start, but even that is a process 
which still involves the indication of the stimuli to call out the 
various responses. You unite stimuli which have not been united 
in the past, and then these stimuli take with them the compound 
responses. It may be a crude response at first and must be freed 
from the responses had in the past. The way in which you react 
toward the doubling of letters when you write is different from 
the way you react in writing the letters on a typewriter. You 
make mistakes because the responses you utilize have been dif- 
ferent, have been connected with a whole set of other responses. 
A drawing teacher will sometimes have pupils draw with the left 
hand rather than the right because the habits of the right hand 
are very difficult to get rid of. This is what you are doing when 
you act in a rational fashion; you are indicating to yourself what 
the stimuli are that will call out a complex response, and by the 
order of the stimuli, you are determining what the whole of the 
response will be. Now, to be able to indicate those stimuli to 
other persons or to yourself is what we call rational conduct as 
distinct from the unreasoning intelligence of the lower animals 
and from a good deal of our own conduct. 

Man is distinguished by that power of analysis of the field 
of stimulation which enables him to pick one stimulus rather 
than another and so to hold on to the response that belongs to 
that stimulus, picking it out from the others, and recombining it 
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with others. You cannot get a lock to work. You notice certain 
elements, each of which brings out a certain sort of response; 
and what you are doing is holding onto these processes of re- 
sponse by giving attention to the stimuli. Man can combine not 
only the responses already there, which is the thing an animal 
lower than man can do, but the human can get into his activities 
and break them up, giving attention to specific elements, hold- 
ing the responses that answer to these particular stimuli, and 
then combining them to build up another act. That is what we 
mean by learning or by teaching a person to do a thing. You 
indicate to him certain specific phases or characters of the object 
which call out certain sorts of responses. We state that generally 
by saying consciousness accompanies only the sensory process 
and not the motor process. We can directly control the sensory 
but not the motor processes; we can give our attention to a par- 
ticular element in the field. and by giving such attention and so 
holding onto the stimulus, we can get control of the response. 
That is the way we get control of our action; we do not directly 
control our response through the motor paths themselves. 

There is no capacity in the lower forms to give attention to 
some analyzed element in the field of stimulation which would 
enable them to control the response. But one can say to a person, 
“Look at this, just see this thing”; and he can fasten his atten- 
tion on the specific object. He can direct attention and so isolate 
the particular response that answers to it. That is the way in 
which we break up our complex activities and thereby make 
learning possible. What takes place is an analysis of the process 
by giving attention to the specific stimuli that call out a particu- 
lar act, and this analysis makes possible a reconstruction of the 
act. An animal makes combinations, as we say, only by trial and 
error, and the combination that is successful simply maintains 
itself. 

The gesture as worked out in the conduct of the human group 
serves definitely to indicate just these elements and thus to bring 
them within the field of voluntary attention. There is, of course, 
a fundamental likeness between voluntary attention and invol- 
untary attention. A bright light or a peculiar odor may be some- 
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thing which takes complete control of the organism and insofar 
inhibits other activity. A voluntary action, however, is dependent 
upon the indication of a certain character, pointing it out, hold- 
ing onto it, and so holding onto the response that belongs to it. 
That sort of an analysis is essential to what we call human intelli- 
gence, and it is made possible by language. 

The psychology of attention ousted the psychology of associ- 
ation. An indefinite number of associations were found which 
lie in our experience with reference to anything that comes be- 
fore us, but associational psychology never explained why one as- 
sociation rather than another was the dominant one. It laid down 
rules that when a certain association had been intense, recent, 
and frequent, it would be dominant, but often there are situa- 
tions in which what seems to be the weakest element in the situ- 
ation occupies the mind. It was not until the psychologist took 
up the analysis of attention that he was able to deal with such 
situations and to realize that voluntary attention is dependent 
upon indication of some character in the field of stimulation. 
Such indication makes possible the isolation and recombination 
of responses. 

In the case of the vocal gesture there is a tendency to call 
out the response in one form that is called out in the other, so 
that the child plays the part of parent, of teacher, or of preacher. 
The gesture, under those conditions, calls out certain responses 
in the individual which it calls out in the other person, and carry- 
ing it out in the individual isolates that particular character of the 
stimulus. The response of the other is there in the individual 
isolating the stimulus. If one calls out quickly to a person in dan- 
ger, then he himself is in the attitude of jumping away, though 
the act is not performed. He is not in danger, but he has those 
particular elements of the response in himself, and we speak of 
them as meanings. Stated in terms of the central nervous system, 
this means that he has stirred up its upper tracts which would 
lead to the actual jumping away. A person picks out the different 
responses involved in escape when he enters the theater and no- 
tices the signs on the program cautioning him to choose the 
nearest exit in case of fire. He has all the different responses, so 
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to speak, listed before him, and he prepares what he is going to 
do by picking out the different elements and putting them to- 
gether in the way required. The efficiency engineer comes in to 
pick out this, that, or the other thing, and chooses the order in 
which they should be carried out. One is doing the same himself 
insofar as he is self-conscious. When we have to determine what 
will be the order of a set of responses, we are putting them to- 
gether in a certain fashion, and we can do this because we can 
indicate the order of the stimuli which are going to act upon us. 
That is what is involved in the human intelligence as distin- 
guished from the intelligence type of the lower-forms. We cannot 
tell an elephant that he is to take hold of the other elephant’s 
tail; the stimulus will not indicate the same thing to the elephant 
as to ourselves. We can create a situation which is a stimulus to 
the elephant, but we cannot get the elephant to indicate to itself 
what this stimulus is so that he has the response to it in his own 
system. 

The gesture provides a process by means of which one does 
arouse in himself the reaction that might be aroused in another, 
and this is not a part of his immediate reaction insofar as his 
immediate physical environment is concerned. When we tell a 
person to do something, the response we have is not the doing 
of the actual thing, but the beginning of it. Communication gives 
to us those elements of response which can be held in the mental 
field. We do not carry them out, but they are there constituting 
the meanings of these objects which we indicate. Language is a 
process of indicating certain stimuli and changing the response 
to them in the system of behavior. Language, as a social process, 
has made it possible for us to pick out responses and hold them 
in the organism of the individual, so that they are there in rela- 
tion to that which we indicate. The actual gesture is, within lim- 
its, arbitrary. Whether one points with his finger, or points with 
the glance of the eye, or motion of the head, or the attitude of 
the body, or by means of a vocal gesture in one language or 
another, is indifferent, provided it does call out the response 
that belongs to that thing which is indicated. That is the essen- 
tial part of language. The gesture must be one that calls out the 
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response in the individual or at least tends to call out the re- 
sponse in the individual, which its utilization will bring out in 
another’s response. Such is the material with which the mind 
works. However slight, there must be some sort of gesture. To 
have the response isolated without an indication of a stimulus is 
almost a contradiction in terms. I have been trying to point out 
what this process of communication does in the way of providing 
us with the material that exists in our mind. It does this by fur- 
nishing those gestures which, in affecting us as they affect others, 
call out the attitude which the other takes, and that we take in- 
sofar as we assume his role. We get the attitude, the meaning, 
within the field of our own control, and that control consists in 
combining all these various possible responses to furnish the new- 
ly constructed act demanded by the problem. In such a way we 
can state rational conduct in terms of a behavioristic psychology. 

I wish to add one further factor to our account: the relation 
of the temporal character of the nervous system to foresight and 
choice. 

The central nervous system makes possible the implicit initi- 
ation of a number of possible alternative responses with refer- 
ence to any given object or objects for the completion of any 
already initiated act, in advance of the actual completion of that 
act; and thus it makes possible the exercise of intelligent or re- 
flective choice in the acceptance of that one among these possible 
alternative responses which is to be carried into overt effect.°° 

Human intelligence, by means of the psychological mecha- 
nism of the human central nervous system, deliberately selects 
one from among the several alternative responses which are pos- 
sible in the given problematic environmental situation; and when 
the given response which it selects is complex—is a set or chain 
or group or succession of simple responses—it can organize this 
30 It is an advantage to have these responses ready before we get to 
the object. If our world were right on top of us, in contact with us, we 
would have no time for deliberation. There would be only one way of re- 
sponding to that world. 

Through his distance organs and his capacity for delayed responses 


the individual lives in the future with the possibility of planning his life 
with reference to that future (1931). 
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set or chain of simple responses in such a way as to make possible 
the most adequate and harmonious solution by the individual of 
the given environmental problem. 

It is the entrance of the alternative possibilities of future re- 
sponse into the determination of present conduct in any given 
environmental situation, and their operation, through the mech- 
anism of the central nervous system, as part of the factors or 
conditions determining present behavior, which decisively con- 
trasts intelligent conduct or behavior with reflex, instinctive, and 
habitual conduct or behavior—delayed reaction with immediate 
reaction. That which takes place in present organic behavior is 
always in some sense an emergent from the past and never could 
have been precisely predicted in advance—never could have 
been predicted on the basis of a knowledge, however com- 
plete, of the past, and of the conditions in the past which are 
relevant to its emergence; and in the case of organic behavior 
which is intelligently controlled, this element of spontaneity is 
especially prominent by virtue of the present influence exercised 
over such behavior by the possible future results or consequences 
which it may have. Our ideas of or about future conduct are 
our tendencies to act in several alternative ways in the presence 
of a given environmental situation—tendencies or attitudes which 
can appear, or be implicitly aroused, in the structure of the cen- 
tral nervous system in advance of the overt response or reaction to 
that situation, and which thus can enter as determining factors 
into the control or selection of this overt response. Ideas, as dis- 
tinct from acts, or as failing to issue in overt behavior, are sim- 
ply what we do not do; they are possibilities of overt responses 
which we test out implicitly in the central nervous system and 
then reject in favor of those which we do in fact act upon or 
carry into effect. The process of intelligent conduct is essentially 
a process of selection from among various alternatives; intelli- 
gence is largely a matter of selectivity. 

Delayed reaction is necessary to intelligent conduct. The or- 
ganization, implicit testing, and final selection by the individ- 
ual of his overt responses or reactions to the social situations 
which confront him and which present him with problems of 
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adjustment, would be impossible if his overt responses or reac- 
tions could not in such situations be delayed until this process 
of organizing, implicitly testing, and finally selecting is carried 
out, that is, would be impossible if some overt response or other 
to the given environmental stimuli had to be immediate. With- 
out delayed reaction, or except in terms of it, no conscious or 
intelligent control over behavior could be exercised; for it is 
through this process of selective reaction—which can be selective 
only because it is delayed—that intelligence operates in the de- 
termination of behavior. Indeed, it is this process which consti- 
tutes intelligence. The central nervous system provides, not only 
the necessary physiological mechanism for this process, but also 
the necessary physiological condition of delayed reaction which 
this process presupposes. Intelligence is essentially the ability to 
solve the problems of present behavior in terms of its possible fu- 
ture consequences as implicated on the basis of past experience— 
the ability, that is, to solve the problems of present behavior in 
the light of, or by reference to, both the past and the future; it 
involves both memory and foresight. And the process of exercis- 
ing intelligence is the process of delaying, organizing, and select- 
ing a response or reaction to the stimuli of the given environmen- 
tal situation. The process is made possible by the mechanism of 
the central nervous system, which permits the individual’s taking 
of the attitude of the other toward himself and thus becoming an 
object to himself. This is the most effective means of adjustment 
to the social environment, and indeed to the environment in gen- 
eral, that the individual has at his disposal. 

An attitude of any sort represents the beginning, or potential 
initiation, of some composite act or other, a social act in which, 
along with other individuals, the individual taking the given atti- 
tude is involved or implicated. The traditional supposition has 
been that the purposive element in behavior must ultimately be 
an idea, a conscious motive, and hence must imply or depend 
upon the presence of a mind. But the study of the nature of the 
central nervous system shows that in the form of physiological 
attitudes (expressed in specific physiological sets) different pos- 
sible completions to the given act are there in advance of its ac- 
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tual completion, and that through them the earlier parts of the 
given act are affected or influenced (in present conduct) by its 
later phases; so that the purposive element in behavior has a phys- 
iological seat, a behavioristic basis, and is not fundamentally nor 
necessarily conscious or psychical. 


Mind and the Symbol 


I have attempted to point out that the meanings of things, 
our ideas of them, answer to the structure of the organism in its 
conduct with reference to things. The structure which makes this 
possible was found primarily in the central nervous system. One 
of the peculiarities of this system is that it has, in a sense, a tem- 
poral dimension; the things we are going to do can be arranged 
in a temporal order so that the later processes can in their incep- 
tion be present determining the earlier processes; what we are 
going to do can determine our immediate approach to the object. 

The mechanism of the central nervous system enables us to 
have now present, in terms of attitudes or implicit responses, the 
alternative possible overt completions of any given act in which 
we are involved; and this fact must be realized and recognized, in 
virtue of the obvious control which later phases of any given act 
exert over its earlier phases. More specifically, the central nervous 
system provides a mechanism of implicit response which enables 
the individual to test out implicitly the various possible comple- 
tions of an already initiated act in advance of the actual comple- 
tion of the act and thus to choose for himself, on the basis of this 
testing, the one which it is most desirable to perform explicitly or 
carry into overt effect. The central nervous system, in short, en- 
ables the individual to exercise conscious control over his behav- 
ior. It is the possibility of delayed response which principally dif- 
ferentiates reflective conduct from non-reflective conduct in which 
the response is always immediate. The higher centers of the cen- 
tral nervous system are involved in the former type of behavior by 
making possible the interposition, between stimulus and response 
in the simple stimulus-response arc, of a process of selecting one 
or another of a whole set of possible responses and combinations 
of responses to the given stimulus. 
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Mental processes take place in this field of attitudes as ex- 
pressed by the central nervous system, and this field is hence the 
field of ideas—the field of the control of present behavior in terms 
of its future consequences or in terms of future behavior and the 
field of that type of intelligent conduct which is peculiarly char- 
acteristic of the higher forms of life and especially of human be- 
ings. The various attitudes expressible through the central nerv- 
ous system can be organized into different types of subsequent 
acts; and the delayed reactions or responses thus made possible 
by the central nervous system are the distinctive feature of men- 
tally controlled or intelligent behavior.** 

What is the mind as such, if we are to think in behavioristic 
terms? Mind, of course, is a very ambiguous term, and I want to 
avoid ambiguities. What I suggested as characteristic of the mind 
is the reflective intelligence of the human animal which can be 
distinguished from the intelligence of lower forms. Should we 
try to regard reason as a specific faculty which deals with that 
which is universal, we should find responses in lower forms which 
are universal. We can also point out that their conduct is pur- 
posive and that types of conduct which do not lead up to certain 
ends are eliminated. This would seem to answer to what we term 
“mind” when we talk about the animal mind, but what we refer 
to as reflective intelligence we generally recognize as belonging 
only to the human organism. The non-human animal acts with ref- 
erence to a future in the sense that it has impulses which are 
seeking expression that can only be satisfied in later experience, 
31 In considering the role or function of the central nervous system 
—important though it is—in intelligent human behavior, we must never- 
theless keep in mind the fact that such behavior is essentially and funda- 
mentally social; that it involves and presupposes an ever ongoing social 
life-process; and that the unity of this ongoing social process—or of any 
one of its component acts—is irreducible, and in particular cannot be 
adequately analyzed simply into a number of discrete nerve elements. This 
fact must be recognized by the social psychologist. These discrete nerve 
elements lie within the unity of this ongoing social process, or within 
the unity of any one of the social acts in which this process is expressed 
or embodied; and the analysis which isolates them—the analysis of which 


they are the results or end-products—does not and cannot destroy that 
unity. 
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and however this is to be explained, this later experience does de- 
termine what the present experience shall be. If one accepts a 
Darwinian explanation, he says that only those forms survive 
whose conduct has a certain relationship to a specific future, such 
as belongs to the environment of the specific form. The forms 
whose conduct does insure the future will naturally survive. In 
such a statement, indirectly at least, one is making the future de- 
termine the conduct of the form through the structure of things 
as they now exist as a result of past happenings. 

When, on the other hand, we speak of reflective conduct we 
very definitely refer to the presence of the future in terms of 
ideas. The intelligent man as distinguished from the intelligent 
animal presents to himself what is going to happen. The animal 
may act in such a way as to insure its food tomorrow. A squirrel 
hides nuts, but we do not hold that the squirrel has a picture of 
what is going to happen. The young squirrel is born in the sum- 
mer time and has no directions from other forms, but he will start 
hiding nuts as well as the older ones. Such action shows that ex- 
perience could not direct the activity of the specific form. The 
provident man, however, does definitely pursue a certain course, 
pictures a certain situation, and directs his own conduct with ref- 
erence to it. The squirrel follows certain blind impulses, and the 
carrying-out of his impulses leads to the same result that the stor- 
ing of grain does for the provident man. It is this picture, how- 
ever, of what the future is to be as determining our present con- 
duct that is the characteristic of human intelligence—the future 
as present in terms of ideas. 

When we present such a picture it is in terms of our reactions, 
in terms of what we are going to do. There is some sort of a prob- 
lem before us, and our statement of the problem is in terms of a 
future situation which will enable us to meet it by our present re- 
actions. That sort of thinking characterizes the human form, and 
we have endeavored to isolate its mechanism. What is essential to 
this mechanism is a way of indicating characters of things which 
control responses and which have various values to the form itself, 
so that such characters will engage the attention of the organism 
and bring about a desired result. The odor of the victim engages 
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the attention of the beast of prey, and by attention to that odor 
he does satisfy his hunger and insure his future. What is the dif- 
ference between such a situation and the conduct of the man who 
acts, as we say, rationally? The fundamental difference is that the 
latter individual in some way indicates this character, whatever it 
may be, to another person and to himself; and the symbolization 
of it by means of this indicative gesture is what constitutes the 
mechanism that gives the implements, at least, for intelligent con- 
duct. Thus, one points to a certain footprint and says that it 
means bear. Now to identify that sort of a trace by means of some 
symbol so that it can be utilized by the different members of the 
group, but particularly by the individual himself later, is the 
characteristic thing about human intelligence. To be able to iden- 
tify “this as leading to that” and to get some sort of a gesture, 
vocal or otherwise, which can be used to indicate the implication 
to others and to himself so as to make possible the control of con- 
duct with reference to it, is the distinctive thing in human intel- 
ligence which is not found in animal intelligence. 

Such symbols pick out particular characteristics of the situa- 
tion so that the response to them can be present in the experience 
of the individual. We can say they are present in ideal form, as in 
a tendency to run away, in a sinking of the stomach when we 
come on the fresh footprints of a bear. The indication that this is 
a bear calls out the response of avoiding the bear, or when one is 
on a bear hunt, it indicates the further progress of the hunt. One 
gets the response into experience before that response is overtly 
carried out through indicating and emphasizing the stimulus that 
instigates it. When this symbol is utilized for the thing itself, one 
is, in Watson’s terms, conditioning a reflex. The sight of the bear 
would lead one to run away, the footprint conditioned that reflex, 
and the word “bear” spoken by one’s self or a friend can also 
condition the reflex, so that the sign comes to stand for the thing 
so far as action is concerned. 

What I have been trying to bring out is the difference between 
the foregoing type of conduct and the type which I have illus- 
trated by the experiment on the baby with the white rat and the 
noise behind its head. In the latter situation there is a condition- 
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ing of the reflex in which there is no holding apart of the different 
elements. But when there is a conditioning of the reflex which in- 
volves the word “bear,” or the sight of the footprint, there is in 
the experience of the individual the separation of the stimulus 
and the response. Here the symbol means bear, and that in turn 
means getting out of the way, or furthering the hunt. Under these 
circumstances the person who stumbles on the footprints of the 
bear is not afraid of the footprints—he is afraid of the bear. The 
footprint means a bear. The child is afraid of the rat, so that the 
response of fear is to the sight of the white rat; the man is not 
afraid of the footprint but of the bear. The footprint and the sym- 
bol which refers to the bear in some sense may be said to condi- 
tion or set off the response, but the bear and not the sign is the 
object of the fear. The isolation of the symbol, as such, enables 
one to hold onto these given characters and to isolate them in 
their relationship to the object, and consequently in their rela- 
tion to the response. It is that, I think, which characterizes our 
human intelligence to a peculiar degree. We have a set of symbols 
by means of which we indicate certain characters, and in indicat- 
ing those characters hold them apart from their immediate envi- 
ronment, and keep simply one relationship clear. We isolate the 
footprint of the bear and keep only that relationship to the animal 
that made it. We are reacting to that, nothing else. One holds 
onto it as an indication of the bear and of the value that object 
has in experience as something to be avoided or to be hunted. The 
ability to isolate these important characters in their relationship 
to the object and to the response which belongs to the object is, I 
think, what we generally mean when we speak of a human being 
thinking a thing out, or having a mind. Such ability makes the 
world-wide difference between the conditioning of reflexes in the 
case of the white rat and the human process of thinking by means 


of symbols.*? 


32 The meanings of things or objects are actual inherent properties 
or qualities of them; the locus of any given meaning is in the thing which, 
as we say, “has it.” We refer to the meaning of a thing when we make use 
of the symbol. Symbols stand for the meanings of those things or objects 
which have meanings; they are given portions of experience which point 
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What is there in conduct that makes this level of experience 
possible, this selection of certain characters with their relation- 
ship to other characters and to the responses which these call out? 
My own answer, it is clear, is in terms of such a set of symbols as 
arise in our social conduct, in the conversation of gestures—in 
terms of language. When we get into conduct these symbols, 
which indicate certain characters and their relationship to things 
and to responses, they enable us to pick out these characters and 
hold them insofar as they determine our conduct. 

A man walking across country comes upon a chasm which he 
cannot jump. He wants to go ahead, but the chasm prevents this 
from being carried out. In that kind of a situation there arises a 
sensitivity to all sorts of characters which he has not noticed be- 
fore. When he stops, mind, we say, is freed. He does not simply 
look for the indication of the path going ahead. The dog and the 
man would both try to find a point where they could cross. But 
what the man could do that the dog could not would be to note that 
the sides of the chasm seem to be approaching each other in one 
direction. He picks out the best places to try, and that approach 
which he indicates to himself determines the way in which he is 
going to go. If the dog saw at a distance a narrow place he would 


to, indicate, or represent other portions of experience not directly present 
or given at the time when, and in the situation in which, any one of them 
is thus present (or is immediately experienced). The symbol is thus more 
than a mere substitute stimulus—more than a mere stimulus for a condi- 
tioned response or reflex. For the conditioned reflex—the response to a 
mere substitute stimulus—does not or need not involve consciousness; 
whereas the response to a symbol does and must involve consciousness. 
Conditioned reflexes plus consciousness of the attitudes and meanings they 
involve are what constitute language, and hence lay the basis or comprise 
the mechanism for thought and intelligent conduct. Language is the means 
whereby individuals can indicate to one another what their responses to 
objects will be, and hence what the meanings of objects are; it is not 
a mere system of conditioned reflexes. Rational conduct always involves 
a reflexive reference to self, that is, an indication to the individual of the 
significances which his actions or gestures have for other individuals. 
And the experiential or behavioristic basis for such conduct—the neuro- 
physiological mechanism of thinking—is to be found in the central nervous 
system. 
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run to it, but probably he would not be affected by the gradual 


approach which the human individual symbolically could indicate 
to himself. 

The human individual would see other objects about him and 
have other images appear in his experience. He sees a tree which 
might serve as a bridge across the space ahead of him. He might 
try various sorts of possible actions which would be suggested to 
him in such a situation and present them to himself by means of 
the symbols he uses. He has not simply conditioned certain re- 
sponses by certain stimuli. If he had, he would be bound to those. 
What he does do by means of these symbols is to indicate certain 
characters which are present, so that he can have these responses 
ready to go off. He looks down the chasm and thinks he sees the 
edges drawing together, and he may run toward that point. Or he 
may stop and ask if there is not some other way in which he can 
hasten his crossing. What. stops him is a variety of other things 
he can do. He notes all the possibilities of getting across. He can 
hold onto them by means of symbols and relate them to each other 
so that he can get a final action. The beginning of the act is there 
in his experience. He already has a tendency to go in a certain 
direction and what he would do is already determining him. And 
not only is that determination in his attitude, but he has that 
which is picked out by means of: “that is narrow, I can jump it.” 
He is ready to jump, and that reflex is ready to determine what 
he is doing. These symbols, instead of being a mere conditioning 
of reflexes, are ways of picking out the stimuli so that the various 
responses can organize themselves into a form of action.** 


33 The reflective act consists in a reconstruction of the perceptual 
field so that it becomes possible for impulses which were in conflict to 
inhibit action no longer. This may take place by such a temporal read- 
justment that one of the conflicting impulses finds a later expression. In 
this case there has entered into the perceptual field other impulses which 
postpone the expression of that which had inhibited action. Thus, the 
width of the ditch inhibits the impulse to jump. There enters into the per- 
ceptual field the image of a narrower stretch and the impulse to go ahead 
finds its place in a combination of impulses, including that of movement 
toward the narrower stretch. 

The reconstruction can take place through the appearance of 


186 PART V 


The situation in which one seeks conditioning responses is, I 
think, as far as effective intelligence is concerned, always present 
in the form of a problem. When a man is just going ahead, he 
seeks the indications of the path, but he does it unconsciously. He 
just sees the path ahead of him; he is not aware of looking for it 
under those conditions. But when he reaches the chasm, this on- 
ward movement is stopped by the very process of drawing back 
from the chasm. That conflict, so to speak, sets him free to see a 
whole set of other things. Now, the sort of things he will see will 
be the characters which represent various possibilities of action 
under the circumstances. The man holds onto these different pos- 
sibilities of response in terms of the different stimuli which pre- 
sent themselves, and it is his ability to hold them there that 
constitutes his mind. 

We have no evidence of such a situation in the case of the 
lower animals, as is made fairly clear by the fact that we do not 
find in any animal behavior that we can work out in detail any 
symbol, any method of communication, anything that will answer 
to these different responses so that they can all be held there in 
the experience of the individual. It is that which differentiates the 
action of the reflectively intelligent being from the conduct of the 
lower forms; and the mechanism that makes that possible is lan- 
guage. We have to recognize that language is a part of conduct. 
Mind involves, however, a relationship to the characters of things. 
Those characters are in the things, and while the stimuli call out 
the response which is in one sense present in the organism, the 


other sensory characters in the field ignored before. A board long enough 
to bridge the ditch is recognized. Because the individual has already the 
complex of impulses which lead to lifting it and placing it across the ditch, 
it becomes a part of the organized group of impulses that carry the man 
along toward his destination. In neither case would he be ready to re- 
spond to the stimulus (in the one case the image of the narrower stretch 
of the ditch, in the other the sight of the board) if he had not reactions 
in his nature answering to these objects, nor would these tendencies to re- 
sponse sensitize him to their stimuli if they were not freed from firmly 
organized habits. It is this freedom, then, that is the prerequisite of re- 
flection, and it is our social self-reflective conduct that gives this freedom 
to human individuals in their group life (MS). 
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responses are to things out there. The whole process is not a men- 
tal product, and you cannot put it inside of the brain. Mentality 
is that relationship of the organism to the situation which is medi- 


ated by sets of symbols. 


Relation of Mind to Response 
and Environment 


We have seen that mental processes have to do with the 
meanings of things, and that these meanings can be stated in 
terms of highly organized attitudes of the individual. These atti- 
tudes involve not only situations in which the élements are simul- 
taneous, but also ones which involve other temporal relationships, 
that is, the adjustment of the present response to later responses 
which are in some sense already initiated. Such an organization 
of attitudes with reference to what we term objects is what con- 
stitutes for us the meanings of things. These meanings in logical 
terminology are considered as universals, and this universality, 
we have seen, attaches in a certain sense to a habitual response in 
contrast to the particular stimuli which elicit this response. The 
universality is reflected in behavioristic terms in the ideniity of 
the response, although the stimuli that call out this response are 
all different. We can throw this statement into a logical form and 
say that the response is universal while the stimuli are particulars 
which are brought under such a universal. 

These relations of attitudes to each other throw light upon the 
relation of a “substance” to its attributes. We speak of a house 
as, in a certain sense, a substance to which the attribute of color 
can be applied. The color is an accident which inheres in a certain 
substance, as such. This relationship of the inherence of a certain 
character in a certain substance is a relationship of a specific re- 
sponse, such as that of ornamenting objects about us, to the group 
of actions involved in dwelling in a house. The house must pro- 
tect us; it must provide for us when we are asleep and when we 
are awake; it must carry the requisites of a family life—these are 
essentials that stand for a set of responses in which one inevitably 
implies the other. There are other responses, however, that vary. 
We can satisfy, not simply our taste, but also our whims in the 


188 PART V 


ornaments we use. Those are not essential. There are certain re- 
sponses that vary, whereas there is a certain body of more or less 
standardized responses that remain unchanged. The organized 
sets of responses answer to the meanings of things, answer to 
them in their universality, that is, in the habitual response that is 
called out by a great variety of stimuli. They answer to things in 
their logical relationships. 

I have referred just now to the relationship of the substance 
as reflected in the body of habits, to the varied responses answer- 
ing to the attributes. In the relationship of cause and effect there 
is the relation of the responses to each other in the sense of de- 
pendence, involving the adjustment of the steps to be taken with 
reference to the thing to be carried out. The arrangement which 
can appear at one time in terms of means and end appears at an- 
other time in terms of cause and effect. We have here a relation- 
ship of dependence of one response on another, a necessary rela- 
tion that lies inside of a larger system.** It depends upon what 
we are going to do whether we select this means or another one, 
one causal series or another. Our habits are so adjusted that if we 
decide to take a journey, for instance, we have a body of related 
habits that begin to operate—packing our bags, getting our rail- 
road tickets, drawing out money for use, selecting books to read 
on the journey, and so on. There are a whole set of organized 
responses which at once start to go off in their proper relation- 
ship to each other when a person makes up his mind that he will 
take a journey. There must be such an organization in our habits 
in order that many may have the sort of intelligence which he in 
fact has. 

We have, then, in the behavioristic statement, a place for that 
which is supposed to be the peculiar content of mind, that is, the 
meanings of things. I have referred to these factors as attitudes. 
There is, of course, that in the world which answers to the group 
of attitudes. We are here avoiding logical and metaphysical prob- 
lems, just as modern psychology does. What this psychology is 
seeking to do is to get control; it is not seeking to settle meta- 


34 Representation involves relation of earlier to later acts. This re- 
lation of responses gives implication (1924). 
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physical questions. Now, from the point of view of behavioristic 
psychology, we can state in terms of attitudes what we call the 
meanings of things; the organized attitude of the individual is 
that which the psychologist gets hold of in this situation. It is at 
least as legitimate for him to state meaning in terms of attitudes 
as it was for an earlier psychologist to state it in terms of a static 
concept that had its place in the mind. 

What I have pointed out is that in the central nervous system 
one can find, or at least justifiably assume, just such complexities 
of responses, or the mechanism of just such complexities of re- 
sponse, as we have been discussing. If we speak of a person going 
through the steps to which I have referred, in preparing for a 
journey, we then have to assume that, not only are the nervous 
elements essential to the steps, but that the relation of those re- 
sponses in the central nervous system is such that if the person 
carries out one response, then he is inevitably ready to find the 
stimulus which will set free another related response. There must 
be an organization in the central nervous system in the way of its 
elements, its neurons, for all the combinations which can possibly 
enter into a mind and for just such a relationship of responses 
which are interdependent upon each other. Some of these have 
been identified in the physiological study of the nervous system, 
while others have to be assumed on the basis of such study. As I 
have said before, it is not the specific physiological process which 
is going on inside of the neurons that answers to meaning. Earlier 
physiological psychologists had spoken of a specific psychical 
process, but there is nothing in the mechanical, electrical, and 
physical activity that goes on in the nerve which answers to what 
we term an idea. What is going on in the nerve in a particular 
situation is the innervation of a certain response which means 
this, that, and the other thing, and here is where the specificity 
of a certain nervous organization is found. It is in the central 
nervous system that organization takes place. In a certain sense 
you can say that it is in the engineer’s office that the organization 
of the concern is carried out. But what is found there in the blue- 
prints and body of statistics is not the actual production that is 
going on in the factory, even though that office does organize and 
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co-ordinate those various branches of the concern. In the same 
way the central nervous system co-ordinates all the various proc- 
esses that the body carries out. If there is anything in the organ- 
ism as a purely physiological mechanism which answers to what 
we call experience, when that is ordinarily termed conscious, it is 
the total organic process for which these nervous elements stand. 
These processes are, as we have seen, attitudes of response, ad- 
justments of the organism to a complex environment, attitudes 
which sensitize the form to the stimuli which will set the response 
free. 

The point I want to emphasize is the way that these attitudes 
determine the environment. There is an organized set of responses 
which first send certain telegrams, then select the means of trans- 
portation, then send us to the bank to get money, and then see to 
it that we get something to read on the train. As we advance from 
one set of responses to another we find ourselves picking out the 
environment which answers to this next set of responses. To finish 
one response is to put ourselves in a position where we see other 
things. The appearance of the retinal elements has given the world 
color; the development of the organs in the ear has given the 
world sound. We pick an organized environment in relationship 
to our response, so that these attitudes, as such, not only represent 
our organized responses, but they also represent what exists for 
us in the world; the particular phase of reality that is there for us 
is picked out for us by our response. We can recognize that it is 
the sensitizing of the organism to the stimuli which will set free 
its responses that is responsible for one’s living in this sort of an 
environment rather than in another. We see things in their tem- 
poral relationship which answer to the temporal organization 
found in the central nervous system. We see things as distant from 
us not only spatially but temporally; when we do this, we can do 
that. Our world is definitely mapped out for us by the responses 


which are going to take place.™ 

) 
35 The structure of the environment is a mapping out of organic re- 
sponses to nature; any environment, whether social or individual, is a 
mapping out of the logical structure of the act to which it answers, an act 
seeking overt expression. 
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It is a difficult matter to state just what we mean by dividing 
up a certain situation between the organism and its environment. 
Certain objects come to exist for us because of the character of 
the organism. Take the case of food. If an animal that can digest 
grass, such as an ox, comes into the world, then grass becomes 
food. That object did not exist before, that is, grass as food. The 
advent of the ox brings in a new object. In that sense, organisms 
are responsible for the appearance of whole sets of objects that 
did not exist before.** The distribution of meaning to the organ- 
ism and the environment has its expression in the organism as 
well as in the thing, and that expression is not a matter of psy- 
chical or mental conditions. There is an expression of the reaction 
of the organism’s organized response to the environment, and that 
reaction is not simply a determination of the organism by the 
environment, since the organism determines the environment as 
fully as the environment determines the organs. The organic reac- 
tion is responsible for the appearance of a whole set of objects 
which did not exist before. 

There is a definite and necessary structure or gestalt of sensi- 
tivity within the organism, which determines selectively and rela- 
tively the character of the external object it perceives. What we 
term consciousness needs to be brought inside just this relation 
between an organism and its environment. Our constructive se- 
lection of an environment—colors, emotional values, and the like 
—in terms of our physiological sensitivities, is essentially what 
we mean by consciousness. This consciousness we have tended 
historically to locate in the mind or in the brain. The eye and re- 
lated processes endow objects with color in exactly the same sense 
that an ox endows grass with the character of food, that is, not in 
the sense of projecting sensations into objects, but rather of put- 
ting itself into a relation with the object which makes the appear- 
ance and existence of the color possible, as a quality of the object. 
Colors inhere in objects only by virtue of their relations to given 
percipient organisms. The physiological or sensory structure of 


36 It is objectionable to speak of the food-process in the animal as 
constituting the food-object. They are certainly relative to each other 


(MS). 
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the percipient organism determines the experienced content of the 
object. 

The organism, then, is in a sense responsible for its environ- 
ment, And since organism and environment determine each other 
and are mutually dependent for their existence, it follows that the 
life-process, to be adequately understood, must be considered in 
terms of their interrelations. 

The social environment is endowed with meanings in terms of 
the process of social activity; it is an organization of objective re- 
lations which arises in relation to a group of organisms engaged 
in such activity, in processes of social experience and behavior. 
Certain characters of the external world are possessed by it only 
with reference to or in relation to an interacting social group of 
individual organisms; just as other characters of it are possessed 
by it only with reference to or in relation to individual organisms 
themselves. The relation of the social process of behavior—or the 
relation of the social organism—to the social environment is 
analogous to the relation of the processes of individual biological 
activity—or the relation of the individual organism—to the 
physical-biological environment.” 

The parallelism I have been referring to is the parallelism of 
the set of the organism and the objects answering to it. In the 
ox there is hunger and also the sight and odor which bring in the 
food. The whole process is not found simply in the stomach, but 
in all the activities of grazing, chewing the cud, and so on. This 
process is one which is intimately related to the so-called food. 
The organism sets up a bacteriological laboratory, such as the ox 
carries around to take care of the grass. Within that parallelism 
what we term the meaning of the object is found, specifically, in 
the organized attitude of response on the part of the organism to 
the characters and the things. The meanings are there, and the 
mind is occupied with these meanings. The organized stimuli 
answer to the organized responses. 

37 A social organism—a social group of individual organisms—con- 
stitutes or creates its own special environment of objects just as, and in 
the same sense as, an individual organism constitutes or creates its own 


special environment of objects (which, however, is much more rudimen- 
tary than the environment constructed by a social organism). 
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It is the organization of the different responses to each other 
in their relationship to the stimuli they are setting free that is the 
peculiar subject matter of psychology in dealing with what we 
term “mind.” We generally confine the term “mental,” and so 
“mind,” to the human organism, because there we find that body 
of symbols that enables us to isolate these characters, these mean- 
ings. We try to distinguish the meaning of a house from the 
stone, the cement, the bricks that make it up as a physical object, 
and in doing so we are referring to the use of it. That is what 
makes the house a mental affair.** We are isolating, if you like, 
the building materials from the standpoint of the physicist and 
the architect. There are various standpoints from which one can 
look at a house. The burrow in which some animal lives is in one 
sense the house of the animal, but when the human being lives 
in a house the house takes on what we term a mental character 
for him which it presumably has not for the mole that lives in the 
burrow. The human individual has the ability to pick out the 
elements in a house which answer to his responses so that he can 
control them. He reads the advertisement of a new form of a 
boiler and can then have more warmth, have a more comfortable 
dressing room than before. Man is able to control the process 
from the standpoint of his own responses. He gets meanings and 
so controls his responses. His ability to pick those out is what 
makes the house a mental affair. The mole, too, has to find his 
food, meet his enemies, and avoid them, but we do not assume 
that the mole is able to indicate to himself the peculiar advan- 
tages of his burrow over another one. His house has no mental 


38 Nature—the external world—is objectively there, in opposition to 
our experience of it or in opposition to the individual thinker himself. 
Although external objects are there, independent of the experiencing indi- 
vidual, nevertheless they possess certain characteristics by virtue of their 
relations to his experiencing or to his mind, which they would not possess 
otherwise or apart from those relations. These characteristics are their 
meanings for him, or in general, for us. The distinction between physical 
objects or physical reality and the mental or self-conscious experience of 
those objects or that reality—the distinction between external and internal 
experience—lies in the fact that the latter is concerned with or constituted 
by meanings. Experienced objects have definite meanings for the individ- 


uals thinking about them. 
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characteristics. Mentality resides in the ability of the organism to 
indicate those things in the environment which answer to his re- 
sponses, so that he can control those responses in various ways. 
This ability, from the point of view of behavioristic psychology, 
is what mentality consists in. There are in the mole and other 
animals complex elements of behavior related to the environment, 
but the human animal is able to indicate to itself and to others 
what the characters are in the environment which call out these 
complex, highly organized responses and by such indication is 
able to control the responses. The human animal has the ability 
over and above the adjustment which belongs to the lower animal 
to pick out and isolate the stimulus. The biologist recognizes that 
food has certain values, and while the human animal responds to 
these values as other animals do, it can also indicate certain 
characters in the food which mean certain things in its digestive 
responses to these foods. Mentality consists in indicating these 
values to others and to one’s self so that one can control one’s 
responses. 

Mentality on our approach simply comes in when the organ- 
ism is able to point out meanings to others and to himself. This is 
the point at which mind appears, or if you like, emerges. What 
we need to recognize is that we are dealing with the relationship 
of the organism to the environment selected by its own sensitivity. 
The psychologist is interested in the mechanism which the human 
species has evolved to get control over these relationships. The 
relationships have been there before the indications are made, 
but the organism has not in its own conduct controlled that rela- 
tionship. It originally has no mechanism by means of which it can 
control it. The human animal, however, has worked out a mecha- 
nism of language communication by means of which it can get 
this control. Now, it is evident that much of that mechanism does 
not lie in the central nervous system but in the relation of things 
to the organism. The ability to pick these meanings out and to 
indicate them to others and to the organism is an ability which 
gives peculiar power to the human individual. The control has 
been made possible by language. It is that mechanism of control 
over meaning in this sense which has, I say, constituted what we 
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term “mind.” The mental processes do not, however, lie in words 
any more than the intelligence of the organism lies in the elements 
of the central nervous system. Both are part of a process that is 
going on between organism and environment. The symbols serve 
their part in this process, and it is that which makes communica- 
tion so important. Out of language emerges the field of mind. 

It is absurd to look at the mind simply from the standpoint of 
the individual human organism; for, although it has its focus 
there, it is essentially a social phenomenon; even its biological 
functions are primarily social. The subjective experience of the 
individual must be brought into relation with the natural, socio- 
biological activities of the brain in order to render an acceptable 
account of mind possible at all; and this can be done only when 
the social nature of mind is recognized. The meagerness of indi- 
vidual experience in isolation from the processes of social expe- 
rience—in isolation from its social environment—should, more- 
over, be apparent. We must regard mind, then, as arising and 
developing within the social process, within the empirical matrix 
of social interactions. We must, that is, get an inner individual 
experience from the standpoint of social acts which include the 
experiences of separate individuals in a social context wherein 
those individuals interact. The processes of experience which the 
human brain makes possible are made possible only for a group 
of interacting individuals—only for individual organisms which 
are members of a society, not for the individual organism in iso- 
lation from other individual organisms. 

Mind arises in the social process only when that process as a 
whole enters into, or is present in, the experience of any one of 
the given individuals involved in that process. When this occurs 
the individual becomes self-conscious and has a mind; he be- 
comes aware of his relations to that process as a whole, and to 
the other individuals participating in it with him; he becomes 
aware of that process as modified by the reactions and interac- 
tions of the individuals—including himself—who are carrying it 
on. The evolutionary appearance of mind or intelligence takes 
place when the whole social process of experience and behavior 
is brought within the experience of any one of the separate indi- 
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viduals implicated therein and when the individual’s adjustment 
to the process is modified and refined by the awareness or con- 
sciousness which he thus has of it. It is by means of reflexive- 
ness—the turning-back of the experience of the individual upon 
himself—that the whole social process is thus brought into the 
experience of the individuals involved in it; it is by such means, 
which enable the individual to take the attitude of the other to- 
ward himself, that the individual is able consciously to adjust 
himself to that process, and to modify the resultant of that proc- 
ess in any given social act in terms of his adjustment to it. Re- 
flexiveness, then, is the essential condition, within the social 
process, for the development of mind. 


Part VI 


SELF 


The Self and the Organism 


In ouR statement of the development of intelligence we 
have already suggested that the language process is essential for 
the development of the self. The self has a character which is 
different from that of the physiological organism proper. The 
self is something which has a development; it is not initially 
there at birth but arises in the process of social experience and 
activity, that is, develops in the given individual as a result of 
his relations to that process as a whole and to other individuals 
within that process. The intelligence of the lower forms of ani- 
mal life, like a great deal of human intelligence, does not involve 
a self. In our habitual actions, for example, in our moving about 
in a world that is simply there and to which we are so adjusted 
that no thinking is involved, there is a certain amount of sensu- 
ous experience such as persons have when they are just waking 
up, a bare “thereness” of the world. Such characters about us 
may exist in experience without taking their place in relation- 
ship to the self. One must, of course, under those conditions, 
distinguish between the experience that immediately takes place 
and our own organization of it into the experience of the self. 
One says upon analysis that a certain item had its place in his 


First published in Mind, Self, and Society, ed. Charles W. Morris (Chi- 
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1934), pp. 135-226. 
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experience, in the experience of his self. We inevitably do tend 
at a certain level of sophistication to organize all experience into 
that of a self. We do so intimately identify our experiences, 
especially our affective experiences, with the self that it takes a 
moment’s abstraction to realize that pain and pleasure can be 
there without being the experience of the self. Similarly, we nor- 
mally organize our memories upon the string of our self. When 
we date things we always date them from the point of view of 
our past experiences. We frequently have memories that we can- 
not date, that we cannot place. A picture comes before us sud- 
denly, and we are at a loss to explain when that experience orig- 
inally took place. We remember perfectly distinctly the picture, 
but we do not have it definitely placed, and until we can place 
it in terms of our past experience we are not satisfied. Never- 
theless, I think it is obvious, when one comes to consider it, that 
the self is not necessarily involved in the life of the organism, 
nor involved in what we term our sensuous experience, that is, 
experience in a world about us for which we have habitual 
reactions. 

We can distinguish very definitely between the self and the 
body. The body can be there and can operate in a very intelli- 
gent fashion without there being a self involved in the experience. 
The self has the characteristic that it is an object to itself, and 
that characteristic distinguishes it from other objects and from 
the body. It is perfectly true that the eye can see the foot, but 
it does not see the body as a whole. We cannot see our backs; 
we can feel certain portions of them, if we are agile, but we can- 
not get an experience of our whole body. There are, of course, 
experiences which are somewhat vague and difficult of location, 
but the bodily experiences are for us organized about a self. The 
foot and hand belong to the self. We can see our feet, especially 
when we look at them from the wrong end of an opera glass, as 
strange things which we have difficulty in recognizing as our own. 
The parts of the body are quite distinguishable from the self. 
We can lose parts of the body without any serious invasion of 
the self. The mere ability to experience different parts of the 
body is not different from the experience of a table. The table 
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presents a different feel from what the hand does when one hand 
feels another, but it is an experience of something with which 
we come definitely into contact. The body does not experience 
itself as a whole, in the sense in which the self in some way enters 
into the experience of the self. 

It is the characteristic of the self as an object to itself that 
I want to bring out. This characteristic is represented in the 
word “self,” which is a reflexive, and indicates that which can 
be both subject and object. This type of object is essentially dif- 
ferent from other objects, and in the past it has been distin- 
guished as conscious, a term which indicates am experience with, 
an experience of, one’s self. It was assumed that consciousness 
in some way carried this capacity of being an object to itself. 
In giving a behavioristic statement of consciousness we have to 
look for some sort of experience in which the physical organism 
can become an object to itself. 

When one is running away from someone who is chasing him, 
he is entirely occupied in this action, and his experience may 
be swallowed up in the objects about him, so that he has, at the 
time being, no consciousness of self at all. We must be, of course, 
very completely occupied to have that take place, but we can, 
I think, recognize that sort of a possible experience in which 
the self does not enter. We can, perhaps, get some light on that 
situation through those experiences in which during very intense 
action there appear in the experience of the individual, back of 
this intense action, memories and anticipations. Tolstoi as an offi- 
cer in the war gives an account of having pictures of his past 
experience in the midst of his most intense action. There are 
also the pictures that flash into a person’s mind when he is drown- 
ing. In such instances there is a contrast between an experience 


I Man’s behavior is such in his social group that he is able to 
become an object to himself, a fact which makes him a more advanced 
product of evolutionary development than are the lower animals. Funda- 
mentally it is this social fact—and not his alleged possession of a soul or 
mind with which he, as an individual, has been mysteriously and super- 
naturally endowed, and with which the lower animals have not been en- 
dowed—that differentiates him from them. 
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that is absolutely wound up in outside activity in which the self 
as an object does not enter, and an activity of memory and im- 
agination in which the self is the principal object. The self is 
then entirely distinguishable from an organism that is surrounded 
by things and acts with reference to things, including parts of its 
own body. These latter may be objects like other objects, but 
they are just objects out there in the field, and they do not in- 
volve a self that is an object to the organism. This is, I think, 
frequently overlooked. It is that fact which makes our anthropo- 
morphic reconstructions of animal life so fallacious. How can an 
individual get outside himself (experientially) in such a way as 
to become an object to himself? This is the essential psychologi- 
cal problem of selfhood or of self-consciousness; and its solution 
is to be found by referring to the process of social conduct or 
activity in which the given person or individual is implicated. 
The apparatus of reason would not be complete unless it swept 
itself into its own analysis of the field of experience or unless 
the individual brought himself into the same experiential field as 
that of the other individual selves in relation to whom he acts 
in any given social situation. Reason cannot become impersonal 
unless it takes an objective, non-affective attitude toward itself; 
otherwise we have just consciousness, not self-consciousness. And 
it is necessary to rational conduct that the individual should thus 
take an objective, impersonal attitude toward himself, that he 
should become an object to himself. For the individual organism 
is obviously an essential and important fact or constituent ele- 
ment of the empirical situation in which it acts; and without tak- 
ing objective account of itself as such, it cannot act intelligently 
or rationally. 

The individual experiences himself as such, not directly, but 
only indirectly, from the particular standpoints of other indi- 
vidual members of the same social group or from the generalized 
standpoint of the social group as a whole to which he belongs. 

or he enters his own experience as a self or individual, not 
directly or immediately, not by becoming a subject to himself, 
ut only insofar as he first becomes an object to himself just as 
other individuals are objects to him or are in his experience; and 
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he becomes an object to himself only by taking the attitudes o 
other individuals toward himself within a social environment o 
context of experience and behavior in which both he and the 
are involved. 
of what we term “com ication” lies in 

the fact that it provides a form of behavior in which the organ- _ 

ism or the individual may become an object-to_himself. It is 

that sort of ‘communication which we have been discussing—not 

communication in the sense of the cluck of the hen to the chick- 
ens, or the bark of a wolf to the pack, or the lowing of a cow, 
but communication in the sense of significant symbols, commu- 
nication which is directed not only to others but also to the 
individual himself. So far as that type of communication is a 
part of behavior, it at least introduces a self. Of course, one may 
hear without listening; one may see things that he does not real- 
ize; do things that he is not really aware of. But it is when one 
does respond to that which he addresses to another and when 
that response of his own becomes a part of his conduct, when 
he not only hears himself but responds to himself, talks and re- 
plies to himself as truly as the other person replies to him, that 
we have behavior in which the individuals become objects to 
themselves. 

Such a self is not, I would say, primarily the physiological 
organism. The physiological organism is essential to it,’ but we 


2 a) All social interrelations and interactions are rooted in a certain 
common socio-physiological endowment of every individual involved in 
them. These physiological bases of social behavior—which have their ulti- 
mate seat or locus in the lower part of the individual’s central nervous 
system—are the bases of such behavior, precisely because they in them- 
selves are also social; that is, because they consist in drives or instincts or 
behavior tendencies, on the part of the given individual, which he cannot 
carry out or give overt expression and satisfaction to without the co-oper- 
ative aid of one or more other individuals. The physiological processes 
of behavior of which they are the mechanisms are processes which nec- 
essarily involve more than one individual, processes in which other indi- 
viduals besides the given individual are perforce implicated. Examples 
of the fundamental social relations to which these physiological bases of 
social behavior give rise are those between the sexes (expressing the re- 
productive instinct), between parent and child (expressing the parental 
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are at least able to think of a self without it. Persons who be- 
lieve in immortality, or believe in ghosts, or in the possibility of 
the self leaving the body, assume a self which is quite distin- 
guishable from the body. How successfully they can hold these 
conceptions is an open question, but we do, as a fact, separate 
the self and the organism. It is fair to say that the beginning 
of the self as an object, so far as we can see, is to be found in 
the experiences of people that lead to the conception of a “dou- 
ble.” Primitive people assume that there is a double, located 
presumably in the diaphragm, that leaves the body temporarily 
in sleep and completely in death. It can be enticed out of the 
body of one’s enemy and perhaps killed. It is represented in in- 
fancy by the imaginary playmates which children create and 
through which they come to control their experiences in their play. 


The self, as that which can be an object to itself, is essentially 
“has arisen, Tein @ Geftain Senn ees faa social ex- 
periences, and so we can conceive of an absolutely solitary self. 
But it is impossible to conceive of a self arising outside of social 
experience. When it has arisen, we can think of a person in soli- 
tary confinement for the rest of his life, but who still has himself 
as a companion and is able to think and to converse with him- 


instinct), and between neighbors (expressing the gregarious instinct). 
These relatively simple and rudimentary physiological mechanisms or 
tendencies of individual human behavior, besides constituting the physio- 
logical bases of all human social behavior, are also the fundamental bio- 
logical materials of human nature; so that when we refer to human nature, 
we are referring to something which is essentially social. 

b) Sexually and parentally, as well as in its attacks and defenses, 
the activities of the physiological organism are social in that the acts 
begun within the organism require their completion in the actions of 
others. . . . But while the pattern of the individual act can be said to be 
in these cases social, it is only so insofar as the organism seeks for the 
stimuli in the attitudes and characters of other forms for the completion 
of its own responses, and by its behavior tends to maintain the other as a 
part of its own environment. The actual behavior of the other or the others 
is not initiated in the individual form as a part of its own pattern of be- 


havior (MS). 
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self as he had communicated with others. That process to which 
I have just referred, of responding to one’s self as another re- 
sponds to it, taking part in one’s own conversation with others, 
being aware of what one is saying and using that awareness of 
what one is saying to determine what one is going to say there- 
after—that is a process with which we are all familiar. We are 
continually following up our own address to other persons by an 
understanding of what we are saying and using that understand- 
ing in the direction of our continued speech. We are finding out 
what we are going to say, what we are going to do, by saying 
and doing, and in the process we are continually controlling the 
process itself. In the conversation of gestures what we say calls 
out a certain response in another and that in turn changes our 
own action, so that we shift from what we started to do because 
of the reply the other makes. The conversation of gestures is the 
beginning of communication. The individual comes to carry on 
a conversation of gestures with himself. He says something and 
that calls out a certain reply in himself which makes him change 
what he was going to say. One starts to say something, we will 
presume an unpleasant something, but when he starts to say it 
he realizes it is cruel. The effect on himself of what he is saying 
checks him; there is here a conversation of gestures between the 
individual and himself,.By significant speech we mean that the 
ion-i indivi i and that the effect 
__upon the individual himself is part of the intelligent carrying-out 
_of the conversation with others. Now we, so to speak, amputate 
that social phase and dispense with it for the time being, so that 
one is talking to one’s self as one would talk to another person.® 


3 It is generally recognized that the specifically social expressions 
of intelligence, or the exercise of what is often called “social intelligence,” 
depend upon the given individual’s ability to take the roles of, or “put 
himself in the place of,” the other individuals implicated with him in given 
social situations and upon his consequent sensitivity to their attitudes 
toward himself and toward one another. These specifically social expres- 
sions of intelligence acquire unique significance in terms of our view that 
the whole nature of intelligence is social to the very core—that this put- 
ting of one’s self in the places of others, this taking by one’s self of their 
roles or attitudes, is not merely one of the various aspects or expressions 
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This process of abstraction cannot be carried on indefinitely. 
One inevitably seeks an audience, has to pour himself out to 
somebody. In reflective intelligence—onethinks-te—aet,—and to _ 
act solely so that thi i i 
inking becomes preparatory to social action. The very proc- 
ess of thinking is, of course, simply an inner conversation that 
goes on, but it is a conversation of gestures which in its com- 
pletion implies the expression of that which one thinks to an 
audience. One separates the significance of what he is saying to 
others from the actual speech and gets it ready before saying 
it. He thinks it out and perhaps writes it in the form of a book; 
but it is still a part of social intercourse in which one is ad- 
dressing other persons and at the same time addressing one’s self, 
and in which one controls the address to other persons by the 
response made to one’s own gesture. That the person should be 
responding to himself is necessary to the self, and it is this sort 
of social conduct which provides behavior within which that self 


appears, _I know of no r fo j the linguistic 
in which the individual is an object to himself, and, so far as 


I can see, the individual is not a self in the reflective sense un- 

~~ Tess he is an object to himself. It is this fact that gives a critical 

“Importance to communication, since this is a type of behavior 
in which the individual does so respond to himself. 

We realize in everyday conduct and experience that an indi- 
vidual does not mean a great deal of what he is doing and say- 
ing. We frequently say that such an individual is not himself. 
We come away from an interview with a realization that we have 


left out important things, that there are parts of the self that 


of intelligence or of intelligent behavior, but is the very essence of its 
character. Spearman’s “X factor” in intelligence—the unknown factor 
which, according to him, intelligence contains—is simply (if our social 
theory of intelligence is correct) this ability of the intelligent individual 
to take the attitude of the other, or the attitudes of others, thus realizing 
the significations or grasping the meanings of the symbols or gestures in 
terms of which thinking proceeds; and thus being able to carry on with 
himself the internal conversation with these symbols or gestures which 
thinking involves. 
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did not get into what was said. What determines the amount of 

_the self that gets into-communieation-isthe-social_experience it- 
self. Of course, a good deal of the self does not need to get ex- 
pression. We carry on a whole series of different relationships 
to different people. We are one thing to one man and another 
thing to another. There are parts of the self which exist only for 
the self in relationship to itself. We divide ourselves up in all 
sorts of different selves with reference to our acquaintances. We 
discuss politics with one and religion with another. There are all 
sorts of different selves answering to all sorts of different social 


reactions. It is the social process itself that is responsible for the 


t f ri 

A multiple personality is in a certain sense normal, as I have 
just pointed out. There is usually an organization of the whole 
self with reference to the community to which we belong and 
the situation in which we find ourselves. What the society is, 
whether we are living with people of the present, people of our 
own imaginations, or people of the past, varies of course, with 
different individuals. Normally, within the sort of community 
as a whole to which we belong, there is a unified self, but that 
can be broken up. To a person who is somewhat unstable ner- 
vously and in whom there is a line of cleavage, certain activi- 
ties become impossible, and that set of activities may separate 
and evolve another self. Two separate “me’s” and “I’s,” two dif- 
ferent selves, result, and that is the condition under which there 
is a tendency to break up the personality. There is an account 
of a professor of education who disappeared, was lost to the 
community, and later turned up in a logging camp in the West. 
He freed himself of his occupation and turned to the woods where 
he felt, if you like, more at home. The pathological side of it 
was the forgetting, the leaving out of the rest of the self. This 
result involved getting rid of certain bodily memories which 
would identify the individual to himself. We often recognize the 
lines of cleavage that run through us. We would be glad to for- 
get certain things, get rid of things the self is bound up with in 
past experiences. What we have here is a situation in which there 
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can be different selves, and it is dependent upon the set of social 


reactions that is involved as to which self we are going to be. If 
we can forget everything involved in one set of activities, then 
obviously we relinquish that part of the self. Take a person who 
is unstable, get him occupied by speech, and at the same time 
get his eye on something you are writing so that he is carrying 
on two separate lines of communication, and if you go about 
it in the right way, you can get those two currents going so that 
they do not run into each other. You can get two entirely dif- 
ferent sets of activities going on. You can bring about in that 
way the dissociation of a person’s self. It is a process of setting 
up two sorts of communication which separate the behavior of 
the individual. For one individual it is this thing said and heard, 
and for the other individual there exists only that which he sees 
written. You must, of course, keep one experience out of the field 
of the other. Dissociations are apt to take place when an event 
leads to emotional upheavals. That which is separated goes on 
in its own way. 

The unity and structure of the complete self reflects the unity 
and structure of the social process as a whole; and each of the 
elementary selves of which it is composed reflects the unity and 
structure of one of the various aspects of that process in which 
the individual is implicated. In other words, the various elemen- 
tary selves which constitute, or are organized into, a complete 
self are the various aspects of the structure of that complete 
self answering to the various aspects of the structure of the so- 
cial process as a whole; the structure of the complete self is thus 
a reflection of the complete social process. The organization and 
unification of a social group is identical with the organization 
and unification of any one of the selves arising within the social 
process in which that group is engaged or which it is carrying on.* 
4 The unity of the mind is not identical with the unity of the self. 
The unity of the self is constituted by the unity of the entire relational 
pattern of social behavior and experience in which the individual is impli- 
cated and which is reflected in the structure of the self; but many of the 
aspects or features of this entire pattern do not enter into consciousness, 


so that the unity of the mind is in a sense an abstraction from the more 
inclusive unity of the self. 
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The phenomenon of dissociation of personality is caused by 
a breaking up of the complete, unitary self into the component 
selves of which it is composed, and which respectively correspond 
to different aspects of the social process in which the person is 
involved, and within which his complete or unitary self has 
arisen; these aspects being the different social oagupe to which 
he belongs within that process. 


The Background of the 
Genesis of the Self 


The problem is how, in detail, a self arises. We have to 

note something of the background of its genesis. First of all there 

_is the conversation of gestures between animals involving some 
sort of co-operative activity. There the beginning of the act of 

one-is-a-stimulus to the other to respond in a certain way, while 


the beginning of this response becomes again a stimulus to the 
-first to adjust his action to the oncoming response. Such is the 
“preparation for the completed act, and u it leads to the 
conduct which is the outcome of this preparation. The conversa- 
tion of gestures, however, does not carry with it the reference 
of the individual, the animal, the organism, to itself. It is not 
acting in a fashion which calls for a response from the form 
itself, although it is conduct with reference to the conduct of 
others. We have seen, however, that there are certain gestures 
that do affect the organism as they affect other organisms and 
may, therefore, arouse in the organism responses of the same 
character as aroused in the other. Here, then, we have a situa- 
tion in which the individual may at least arouse responses in 
himself and reply to these responses, the condition being that 
the social stimuli have an effect on the individual which is like 
that which they have on the other. That, for example, is what is 
implied in language; otherwise language as significant symbol 
would disappear, since the individual would not get the meaning 
of that which he says. 
The peculiar character possessed by our human social en- 
vironment belongs to it by virtue of the peculiar character of 
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human social activity. That character is found in the process of 
communication, and more particularly in the triadic relation on 
which the existence of meaning is based. That is the relation of 
the gesture of one organism to the adjustive response made to 
it by another organism, in its indicative capacity as pointing to 
the completion or resultant of the act it initiates (the meaning 
of the gesture being thus the response of the second organism 
to it as such, or as a gesture). What, as it were, takes the gesture 
out of the social act and isolates it as such—what makes it some- 
thing more than just an early phase of an individual act—is the 
response of another organism, or of other organisms, to it. Such 

_ a response is its meaning, or gives it meaning. The social situ- 
ation and process of behavior are here presupposed by the acts 
of the individual organisms implicated therein. The gesture arises 
as a separable element in the social act, since it is selected by 
the sensitivities of other organisms to it; it does not exist as a 
gesture merely in the experience of the single individual. The 
meaning of a gesture by one organism, to repeat, is found in the 
response of another organism to what would be the completion 
of the act of the first organism which that gesture initiates and 
indicates. 

We sometimes speak as if a person could build an entire 
argument in his mind, and then put it into words to convey it 
to someone else. Actually, our thinking always takes place by 
means of some sort of symbols. It is possible that one could have 
the meaning of “chair” in his experience without there being a 
symbol, but we would not be thinking about it in that case. We 
may sit down in a chair without thinking about what we are 
doing, that is, the approach to the chair is presumably already 
aroused in our experience, so that the meaning is there. But if 
one is thinking about the chair, he must have some sort of a 
symbol for it. It may be the form of the chair, it may be the 
attitude that somebody else takes in sitting down, but it is more 
apt to be some language symbol that arouses this response, In_ 


__a thought process the of a symbol that can 
.__refer to this meaning, that i d to call out this response, an 


_als ose for other persons as well. It would not be 
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Our symbols are all universal. You cannot say anything that 
is absolutely particular; anything you say that has any meaning 
at all is universal. You are saying something that calls out a 
specific response in anybody else provided that the symbol exists 
for him in his experience as it does for you. There is the lan- 
guage of speech and the language of hands, and there may be 
the language of the expression of the countenance. One can reg- 
ister grief or joy and call out certain responses. There are primi- 
tive people who can carry on elaborate conversations just by 
expressions of the countenance. Even in these cases the person 
who communicates is affected by that expression just as he ex- 
pects somebody else to be affected. Thinking always implies a 
symbol which will call out the same response in another that it 
calls -owt~in_the thinker. Such a symbol is a universal of -dis- 
course; it is universal in its character. We always assume that 
the symbol we use is one which will call out in the other person 
the same response, provided it is a part of his mechanism of 
conduct. A person who is saying something is saying to himself 
what he says to others; otherwise he does not know what he is 
talking about. 

There is, of course, a great deal in one’s conversation with 
others that does not arouse in one’s self the same response it 
arouses in others. That is particularly true in the case of emo- 
tional attitudes. One tries to bully somebody else; he is not try- 
ing to bully himself. There is, further, a whole set of values 
given in speech which are not of a symbolic character. The actor 
is conscious of these values; that is, when he assumes a certain 


5 Thinking proceeds in terms of or by means of universals. A uni- 
versal can be interpreted behavioristically as simply the social act as a 
whole, involving the organization and interrelation of the attitudes of all 
the individuals implicated in the act, as controlling their overt responses. 
This organization of the different individual attitudes and interactions in 
a given social act, with reference to their interrelations as realized by the 
individuals themselves, is what we mean by a universal; and it determines 
what the actual overt responses of the individuals involved in the given 
social act will be, whether that act be concerned with a concrete project 
of some sort (such as the relation of physical and social means to ends 
desired) or with some purely abstract discussion, say the theory of rela- 
tivity or the Platonic ideas. 
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attitude he is, as we say, aware that this attitude represents grief. 
When it does, he is able to respond to his own gesture in some 
sense as his audience does. It is not a natural situation; one is 
not an actor all of the time. We do at times act and consider 
just what the effect of our attitude is going to be, and we may 
deliberately use a certain tone of voice to bring about a certain 
result. Such a tone arouses the same response in ourselves that 
we want to arouse in somebody else. But a very large part of what 
goes on in speech has not this symbolic status. 

It is the task not only of the actor but of the artist as well 
to find the sort of expression that will arouse in others what is 
going on in himself. The lyric poet has an experience of beauty 
with an emotional thrill to it, and as an artist using words he is 
seeking for those words which will answer to his emotional atti- 
tude and which will call out in others the attitude he himself 
has. He can only test his results in himself by seeing whether 
these words do call out in him the response he wants to call out 
in others. He is in somewhat the same position as that of the 
actor. The first direct and immediate experience is not in the 
form of communication. We have an interesting light on this 
from such a poet as Wordsworth, who was very much interested 
in the technique of the poet’s expression; and he has told us in 
his prefaces and also in his own poetry how his poems, as poems, 
arose—and uniformly the experience itself was not the immedi- 
ate stimulus to the poetic expression. A period of ten years might 
lie between the original experience and the expression of it. This 
process of finding the expression in language which will call out 
the emotion once had is more easily accomplished when one is 
dealing with the memory of it than when one is in the midst of 
the trance-like experiences through which Wordsworth passed in 
his contact with nature. One has to experiment and see how the 
expression that is given does answer to the responses which are 
now had in the fainter memories of experience. Someone once 
said that he had very great difficulty in writing poetry; he had 
plenty of ideas but could not get the language he needed. He was 
rightly told that poetry was written in words, not in ideas. 

A great deal of our speech is not of this genuinely aesthetic 
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character; in most of it we do not deliberately feel the emotions 
which we arouse. We do not normally use language stimuli to 
call out in ourselves the emotional response which we are calling 
out in others. One does, of course, have sympathy in emotional 
situations; but what one is seeking for there is something which 
is, after all, that in the other which supports the individual in 
his own experience. In the case of the poet and actor, the stimu- 
lus calls out in the artist that which it calls out in the other, but 
this is not the natural function of language; we do not assume 
that the person who is angry is calling out the fear in himself 
that he is calling out in someone else. The emotional part of our 
act does not directly call out in us the response it calls out in 
the other. When a person is hostile, the attitude of the other that 
he is interested in, an attitude which flows naturally from his 
angered tones, is not one that he definitely recognizes in himself. 
We are not frightened by:a tone which we may use to frighten 
somebody else. On the emotional side, which is a very large part 
of the vocal gesture, we do not call out in ourselves in any such 
degree the response we call out in others as we do in the case 
of significant speech. Here we should call out in ourselves the 
type of response we are calling out in others; we must know what 
we are saying, and the attitude of the other which we arouse in 


ourselves should’ control what we do say, Rationality means that 
so called out in ourselves and that this response should in turn 
_Say and do. 
arouse in one’s self what it arouses in the other indivi : 
—qnust have that sort of mniversatityto-any person who finds him- 
self in the same situation. There is a possibility of language 
whenever a stimulus can affect the individual as it affects the 
other. With a blind person such as Helen Keller, it is a contact 
experience that could be given to another as it is given to her- 
self. It is out of that sort of language that the mind of Helen 


Keller was built. As she has recognized, it was not until she could 
get into communication with other persons through symbols 
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which could arouse in herself the responses they arouse in other 
people that she could get what we term a mental content, or a self. 

Another set of background factors in the genesis of the self 
is represented in the activities of play and the game. 

Among primitive people, as I have said, the necessity of dis- 
tinguishing the self and the organism was recognized in what we 
term the “double”: the individual has a thing-like self that is 
affected by the individual as it affects other people and which is 
distinguished from the immediate organism in that it can leave 
the body and come back to it. This is the basis for the concept of 
the-soul as a separate entity. 

We find in children something that answers to this double, 
namely, the invisible, imaginary companions which a good many 
children produce in their own experience. They organize in this 
way the responses which they call out in other persons and call 
out also in themselves. Of course, this playing with an imaginary 
companion is only a peculiarly interesting phase of ordinary play. 
Play in this sense, especially the stage which precedes the or- 
ganized games, is a play at something. A child plays at being a 
mother, at being a teacher, at being a policeman; that is, it is 
taking different roles, as we say. We have something that sug- 
gests this in what we call the play of animals: a cat will play 
with her kittens and dogs play with each other. Two dogs play- 
ing with each other will attack and defend, in a process which, 
if carried through, would amount to an actual fight. There is a 
combination of responses which checks the depth of the bite. 
But we do not have in such a situation the dogs taking a definite 
role in the sense that a child deliberately takes the role of an- 
other. This tendency on the part of the children is what we are 
working with in the kindergarten where the roles which the chil- 
dren assume are made the basis for training. When a child does 
assume a role he has in himself the stimuli which call out that 
particular response or group of responses. He may, of course, 
run away when he is chased, as the dog does, or he may turn 
around and strike back just as the dog does in his play. But that 
is not the same as playing at something. Children get together 
to “play Indian.” This means that the child has a certain set of 
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stimuli which call out in itself the responses that they would 
call out in others and which answer to an Indian. In the play 
' period the child utilizes his own responses to these stimuli which 
he makes use of in building a self. The response which he has a 
tendency to make to these stimuli organizes them. He plays that 
he is, for instance, offering himself something, and he buys it; he 
gives a letter to himself and takes it away; he addresses himself 
as a parent or as a teacher; he arrests himself as a policeman. 
He has a set of stimuli which call out in himself the sort of re- 
sponses they call out in others. He takes this group of responses 
and organizes them into a certain whole. Such is the simplest 
form of being another to one’s self. It involves a temporal situ- 
ation. The child says something in one character and responds 
in another character, and then his responding in another char- 
acter is a stimulus to himself in the first character, and so the 
conversation goes on. A certain organized structure arises in him 
and in his other which replies to it, and these carry on the con- 
versation of gestures between themselves. 

When we contrast play with the situation in an organized 
game, we note the essential difference that the child who plays in 
a game must be ready to take the attitude of everyone else in- 
volved in that game and that these different roles must have a 
definite relationship to each other. Take a very simple game such 
as hide-and-seek. Everyone with the exception of the one who 
is hunting is a person who is hiding. A child does not require 
more than the person who is hunted and the one who is hunting. 
When a child is playing in the first sense he just goes on play- 
ing, but there is no basic organization gained. In that early stage 
he passes from one role to another just as the whim takes him. 
But in a game when a number of individuals are involved, the 
child taking one role must be ready to take the role of everyone 
else. When he gets in a baseball game, he must have the responses 
of each position involved in his own position. He must know what 
everyone else is going to do in order to carry out his own play. 
He has to take all of these roles. They do not all have to be pres- 
ent in consciousness at the same time, but at some moments he 
has to have three or four individuals present in his own attitude, 
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such as the one who is going to throw the ball, the one who is 
going to catch it, and so on. These responses must be, in some 
degree, present in his own make-up. In the game, then, there is 
a set of responses of such others so organized that the attitude 
of one calls out the appropriate attitudes of the other. 

This organization is put in the form of the rules of the game. 
Children take a great interest in rules. They make rules on the 
spot in order to help themselves out of difficulties. Part of the 
enjoyment of the game is to get these rules. Now, the rules are 
the set of responses which a particular attitude calls out. You 
can demand a certain response in others if you take a certain 
attitude. These responses are all in yourself as well. There you 
get an organized set of such responses as that to which I have 
referred, which is something more elaborate than the roles found 
in play. Here there is just a set of responses that follow on each 
other indefinitely. At such a stage we speak of a child as not yet 
having a fully developed self. The child responds in a fairly in- 
telligent fashion to the immediate stimuli that come to him, but 
they are not organized. He does not organize his life as we would 
like to have him do, namely, as a whole. There is just a set of 
responses of the type of play. The child reacts to a certain stim- 
ulus, and the reaction is in himself that is called out in others, 
but he is not a whole self. In his game he has to have an organ- 
ization of these roles; otherwise he cannot play the game. The 
game represents the passage in the life of the child from taking 
the role of others in play to the organized part that is essential to 
self-consciousness in the full sense of the term. 


Play, the Game, and the 
Generalized Other 


_.We were speaking of the social conditions 3 ich 


the self arises as an object. In addition to language d two 
ittistrations, one in play and the other in the game, and I wish 
to summarize and expand my account on these points. I have 


spoken of these from the point of view of children. We can, of 
course, refer also to the attitudes of more primitive people out 
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of which our civilization has arisen. A striking illustration of play 
as distinct from the game i is found in the myths a and the various 
‘plays which primitive people carry out, especially in ly in religious 
pageants. The pure play attitude which we find in the case of 
little children may not be found here, since the participants are 
adults, and undoubtedly the relationship of these play processes 
to that which they interpret is more or less in the minds of even 
the most primitive people. In the process of interpretation of such 
rituals, there is an organization of play which perhaps might be 
compared to that which is taking place in the kindergarten in 
dealing with the plays of little children, where these are made 
into a set that will have a definite structure or relationship. At 
least something of the same sort is found in the play of primitive 
people. This type of activity belongs, of course, not to the every- 
day life of the people in their dealing with the objects about 
them—there we have a more or less definitely developed self-con- 
sciousness—but in their attitudes toward the forces about them, # 
the nature upon which they depend; in their attitude toward this 
nature which is vague and uncertain, there we have a much more 
primitive response; and that response finds its expression in tak- 
ing the role of the other, playing at the expression of their gods 
and their heroes, going through certain rites which are the rep- 
resentation of what these individuals are supposed to be doing. 
The process is one which develops, to be sure, into a more or less 
definite technique and is controlled; and yet we can say that it 
has arisen out of situations similar to those in which little chil- 
dren play at being a parent, at being a teacher—vague person- 
alities that are about them and which affect them and on which 
they depend. These are personalities which they take, roles they 
play, and insofar control the development of their own personal- 
ity. This outcome is just what the kindergarten works toward. It 
takes the characters of these various vague beings and gets them 
into such an organized social relationship to each other that they 
build the character of the little child. The very introduction of 
organization from outside supposes a lack of organization at this 
6 “The Relation of Play to Education,” University of Chicago 
Record, I (1896-97), 140 ff. 
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period in the child’s experience. Over against such a situation 
of the little child and primitive people, we have the game as such. 

The fundamental difference between the game and play is 
that in the former the child must have the attitude of all the oth- 
ers involved in that game. The attitudes of the other players 
which the participant assumes organize into a sort of unit, and 
it is that organization which controls the response of the individ- 
ual. The illustration used was of a person playing baseball. Each 
one of his own acts is determined by his assumption of the action 
of the others who are playing the game. What he does is con- 
trolled by his being everyone else on that team, at least insofar 
as those attitudes affect his own particular response. We get then 
an “other” which is an organization of the attitudes of those in- 
volved in the same process. 
i i jal group which gives to the 
self can be called “the generalized other.” 


. The attitude of the generalized other is i hole 
community.’ Thus, for example, in the case of such a social group 


as a ball team, the team is the generalized other insofar as it 
enters—as an organized process on social activity—into the ex- 
perience of any one of the individual members. 


o It is possible for inanimate objects, no less than for other human 
organisms, to form parts of the generalized and organized—the completely 
socialized—other for any given human individual, insofar as he responds 
to such objects socially or in a social fashion (by means of the mecha- 
nism of thought, the internalized conversation of gestures). Any thing— 
any object or set of objects, whether animate or inanimate, human or 
animal, or merely physical—toward which he acts, or to which he re- 
sponds, socially, is an element in what for him is the generalized other; 
by taking the attitudes of which toward himself, he becomes conscious of 
himself as an object or individual, and thus develops a self or personality. 
Thus, for example, the cult, in its primitive form, is merely the social 
embodiment of the relation between the given social group or community 
and its physical environment—an organized social means, adopted by the 
individual members of that group or community, of entering into social 
relations with that environment, or (in a sense) of carrying on conver- 
sations with it; and in this way that environment becomes part of the total 
generalized other for each of the individual members of the given social 
group or community. 


Self 219 


If the given human individual is to develop a self in the full- 
est sense, it is not sufficient for him merely to take the attitudes 
of other human individuals toward himself and toward one an- 
other within the human social process and to bring that social 
process as a whole into his individual experience merely in these 
terms. He must also, in the same way that he takes the attitudes 
of other individuals toward himself and toward: one another, take 
their attitudes toward the various phases or aspects of the com- 
mon social activity or set of social undertakings in which, as mem- 
bers of an organized society or social group, they are all engaged. 
He must then, by generalizing these individual attitudes of that 
organized society or social group itself as a whole, act toward dif- 
ferent social projects which at any given time it is carrying out, 
or toward the various larger phases of the general social process 
which constitutes the group’s life and of which these projects 
are specific manifestations. Getting these broad activities of 
any given social whole or organized society within the experi- 
ential field of any one of the individuals involved or included 
in that whole is, in other words, the essential basis and prerequi- 
site of the fullest development of that individual’s self—only in- 
sofar as he takes the attitudes of the organized social group to 
which he belongs toward the organized, co-operative social ac- 
tivity or set of such activities in which that group as such is 
engaged, does he develop a complete self or possess the sort of 
complete self he has developed. And on the other hand, the com- 
plex co-operative processes and activities and institutional func- 
tionings of organized human society are also possible only insofar 
as every individual involved in them or belonging to that society 
can take the general attitudes of all other such individuals with 
reference to these processes and activities and institutional func- 
tionings and to the organized social whole of experiential rela- 
tions and interactions thereby constituted—and can direct his 
own behavior accordingly. 

It is in the form of the generalized other that the social proc-/ 
ess influences the behavior of the individuals involved in it and 
carrying it on, that is, that the community exercises control over 
the conduct of its individual members; for it is in this form that 


220 PART VI 


the social process or community enters as a determining factor 
into the individual’s thinking. In abstract thought the individual 
takes the attitude of the generalized other® toward himself, with- 
out reference to its expression in any particular other individuals; 
and in concrete thought, he takes that attitude insofar as it is 
expressed in the attitudes toward his behavior of those other in- 
dividuals with whom he is involved in the given social situation 
or act. But only by taking the attitude of the generalized other 
jtoward himself, in one or another of these ways, can he think at 
all; for only thus can thinking—or the internalized conversation 
of gestures which constitutes thinking—occur. And only through 
the taking by individuals of the attitude or attitudes of the gen- 
eralized other toward themselves is the existence of a universe 
of disclosure, as that system of common or social meanings which 
inking presupposes at its context, rendered possible. 

The self-conscious human individual, then, takes or assumes 
the organized social attitudes of the given social group or com- 
munity (or of some one section thereof) to which he belongs, 
toward the social problems of various kinds which confront that 
group or community at any given time and which arise in con- 
nection with the correspondingly different social projects or or- 
ganized co-operative enterprises in which that group of com- 
munity as such is engaged; and as an individual participant in 


8 We have said that the internal conversation of the individual with 
himself in terms of words or significant gestures—the conversation which 
constitutes the process or activity of thinking—is carried on by the indi- 
vidual from the standpoint of the “generalized other.” And the more ab- 
stract that conversation is, the more abstract thinking happens to be, the 
further removed is the generalized other from any connection with par- 
ticular individuals. It is especially in abstract thinking that the conver- 
sation involved is carried on by the individual with the generalized other, 
rather than with any particular individuals. Thus it is, for example, that 
abstract concepts are concepts stated in terms of the attitudes of the en- 
tire social group or community; they are stated on the basis of the indi- 
vidual’s consciousness of the attitudes of the generalized other toward 
them, as a result of his taking these attitudes of the generalized other and 
then responding to them. And thus it is also that abstract propositions 
are stated in a form which anyone—any other intelligent individual— 
will accept. 
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these social projects or co-operative enterprises, he governs his 
own conduct accordingly. In politics, for example, the individ- 
ual identifies himself with an entire political party and takes the 
organized attitudes of that entire party toward the rest of the 
given social community and toward the problems which confront 
the party within the given social situation; and he consequently 
reacts or responds in terms of the organized attitudes of the party 
as a whole. He thus enters into a special set of social relations 
with all the other individuals who belong to that political party; 
and in the same way he enters into various other special sets of 
social relations, with various other classes of individuals respec- 
tively, the individuals of each of these classes being the other 
members of some one of the particular organized subgroups (de- 
termined in socially functional terms) of which he himself is a 
member within the entire given society or social community. In 
the most highly developed, organized, and complicated human 
social communities—those evolved by civilized man—these vari- 
ous socially functional classes or subgroups of individuals to 
which any given individual belongs (and with the other individ- 
ual members of which he thus enters into a special set of social 
relations) are of two kinds. Some of them are concrete social 
classes or subgroups, such as political parties, clubs, corporations, 
which are all actually functional social units, in terms of which 
their individual members are directly related to one another. The 
others are abstract social classes or subgroups, such as the class 
of debtors and the class of creditors, in terms of which their in- 
dividual members are related to one another only more or less 
indirectly and which only more or less indirectly function as 
social units, but which afford or represent unlimited possibilities 
for the widening and ramifying and enriching of the social rela- 
tions among all the individual members of the given society as 
an organized and unified whole. The given individual’s me uber- 
ship in several of these abstract social classes or subgroups makes 
possible his entrance into definite social relations (however indi- 
rect) with an almost infinite number of other individuals who 
also belong to or are included within one or another of these 
abstract social classes or subgroups cutting across functional lines 
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of demarcation which divide different human social communities 
from one another, and including individual members from sev- 
eral (in some cases from all) adele communities. Of these abstract 
social classes or subgroups of human individuals the one which 
is most inclusive and extensive is, of course, the one defined by 
the logical universe of discourse (or system of universally signifi- 
cant symbols) determined by the participation and communica- 
tive interaction of individuals; for all such classes or subgroups, 
it is the one which claims the largest number of individual mem- 
bers and which enables the largest conceivable number of human 
individuals to enter into some sort of social relation, however in- 
direct or abstract it may be, with one another—a relation arising 
from the universal functioning of gestures as significant symbols 
in the general li human social semirin of communication. 


_lL_have are 3 nes 
full rm “ve on ot — sta aa “ 
individual’s self i rganization of the 


articular attitudes of other individuals toward himself_and_to- 


_ward one another in the specific social acts in which he partici~ 
Ye pates with the the second stage in the full development 
_of the individual’s self, that self is constituted not only by an or- 
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which, through the mechanism of his central nervous system, he 
~takes toward himself, just as he takes the individual attitudes of 
others. 

The game has a logic, so that such an organization of the self 
is rendered possible. There is a definite end to be obtained; the 
actions of the different individuals are all related to each other 
with reference to that end so that they do not conflict; one is not 
in conflict with himself in the attitude of another man on the 
team. If one has the attitude of the person throwing the ball, he 
can also have the response of catching the ball. The two are re- 
lated so that they further the purpose of the game itself. They are 
interrelated in a unitary, organic fashion. There is a definite 
unity, then, which is int i ther 


selves oe I rm 
the situation of play where there is_a simple succession of one 
role after another, a situation which is, of cours of 
“the hit oweperwonstity-THe eid is one thing atone time and 


another at another, and what he is at one moment does not deter- 
mine what he is at another. That is both the charm of childhood 
as well as its inadequacy. You cannot count on the child; you 
cannot assume that all the things he does are going to determine 
what he will do at any moment. He is not organized into a whole. 
The child has no definite character, no definite personality. 

__ The game is then an illustration -of the-situation out of which 
an fpveaciees pereemtnn ry artes Insofar as the child does take the 
‘attitude of the other and allows that attitude of the other to deter- 
mine the thing he is going to do with reference to a common end, 
he is becoming an organic member of society. He is taking over 
the morale of that society and is becoming an essential member 
of it. He belongs to it insofar as he does allow the attitude of the 
other that he takes to control his own immediate expression. What 
is involved here is some sort of an organized process. That which 
is expressed in terms of the game is, of course, being continually 
expressed in the social life of the child, but this wider process goes 
beyond the immediate experience of the child himself. The im- 
portance of the game is that it lies entirely inside of the child’s 
own experience, and the importance of our modern type of edu- 
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cation is that it is brought as far as possible within this realm. 
The different attitudes that a child assumes are so organized that 
they exercise a definite control over his response, as the attitudes 
in a game control his own immediate response. In the game we 
get an organized other, a generalized other, which is found in the 
nature of the child itself, and finds its expression in the immediate 
experience of the child. And it is that organized activity in the 
child’s own nature controlling the particular response which gives 
unity, and which builds up his own self. 

What goes on in the game goes on in the life of the child all 
the time. He is continually taking the attitudes of those about him, 
especially the roles of those who in some sense control him and 
on whom he depends. He gets the function of the process in an 
abstract sort of a way at first. It goes over from the play into the 
game in a real sense. He has to play the game. The morale of the 
game takes hold of the child more than the larger morale of the 
whole community. The child passes into the game, and the game 
expresses a social situation in which he can completely enter; its 
morale may have a greater hold on him than that of the family 
to which he belongs or the community in which he lives. There 
are all sorts of social organizations, some of which are fairly last- 
ing, some temporary, into which the child is entering, and he is 
playing a sort of social game in them. It is a period in which he 
likes “to belong,” and he gets into organizations which come into 
existence and pass out of existence. He becomes a something 
which can function in the organized whole, and thus tends to de- 
termine himself in his relationship with the group to which he be- 
longs. That process is one which is a striking stage in the develop- 
ment of the child’s morale. It constitutes him a self-conscious 
member of the community to which he belongs. 

Such is the process by which a personality arises. I have 
spoken of this as a process in which a child takes the role of the 
other and said that it takes place essentially through the use of 
language. Language is predominantly based on the vocal gesture 
by means of which co-operative activities in a community are car- 
ried out. Language in its significant sense is that vocal gesture 
which tends to arouse in the individual the attitude which it 
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arouses in others, and it is this perfecting of the self by the ges- 
ture which mediates the social activities that gives rise to the| 
process of taking the role of the other. The latter phrase is a little 
unfortunate because it suggests an actor’s attitude which is actu- 
ally more sophisticated than that which is involved in our own 
experience. To this degree it does not correctly describe that 
which I have in mind. We see the process most definitely in a 
primitive form in those situations where the child’s play takes dif- 
ferent roles. Here the very fact that he is ready to pay money, for 
instance, arouses the attitude of the person who receives money, 
the very process is calling out in him the corresponding activities 
of the other person involved. The individual stimulates himself 
to the response which he is calling out in the other person, and 
then acts in some degree in response to that situation. In play th 
child does definitely act the role which he himself has aroused i 
himself. It is that which gives, as I have said, a definite content i 
the individual which answers to the stimulus that affects him as jt 
affects somebody else. The content of the other that enters into 


one personality i is the response in the individual which his gest uge 
calls a cam 


We can illustrate our basic concept by a reference to the no- 
tion of property. When we say “This is my property. I shall con- 
trol it,” that affirmation calls out a certain set of responses which 
must be the same in any community in which property exists. It 
involves an organized attitude with reference to property which i is 
common to all the members of the community. One must have a 
definite attitude of control of his own property and respect for the 
property of others. Those attitudes (as organized sets of re- 
sponses) must be there on the part of all, so that when one says 
such a thing he calls out in himself the response of the others. He 
is calling out the response of what I have called a generalized 
other. That which makes society possible is such common re- 
sponses, such organized attitudes, with reference to what we term 
property, the cults of religion, the process of education, and the 
relations of the family. Of course, the wider the society, the more 
definitely universal these objects must be. In any case, there must 
be a definite set of responses, which we can speak of as abstract 
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and which can belong to a very large group. Property is in itself a 
very abstract concept. It is that which the individual himself can 
control and nobody else can control, The attitude is different from 
that of a dog toward a bone. A dog will fight any other dog trying 
to take the bone. The dog is not taking the attitude of the other 
dog. A man who says “This is my property” is taking an attitude 
of the other person. The man is appealing to his rights because he 
is able to take the attitude which everybody else in the group has 
with reference to property, thus arousing in himself the attitude of 
others. 

What makes the organized self is the organization of the atti- 
tudes which are common to the group. A person is a personality 
because he belongs to a community, because he takes over the in- 
stitutions of that community into his own conduct. He takes its 
language as a medium by which he gets his personality, and then 
through a process of taking the different roles that all the others 
furnish, he comes to get the attitude of the members of the com- 
munity. Such, in a certain sense, is the structure of a man’s per- 
sonality. There are certain common responses which each indi- 

_ vidual has toward certain common things, and insofar as those 

~ common responses are awakened in the tndividual-wher he is af- 
fecting other persons, he arouses his own self. The structure, then, 

~aawlidlithe selfs bullae" titiecsaaeiieahick is common to all, 
for one has to be a member of a community to be a self. Such re- 
sponses are abstract attitudes, but they constitute just what we 
term a man’s character. They give him what we term his princi- 
ples, the acknowledged attitudes of all members of the community 
toward the values of that community. He is putting himself in the 
place of the generalized other, which represents the organized re- 
sponses of all the members of the group. It is that which guides 
conduct controlled by principles, and a person who has such an 
organized group of responses is a man whom we say has character, 
in the moral sense. 


i ructure of attitudes, then, which makes a self, as dis- 
tinct from oup of habits. All of us have, for example, certain 


groups of habits, such as the particular intonations in speech. 
This is a set of habits of vocal expression which one has but 
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which one does not know about. The sets of habits which we have 
of that sort mean nothing to us; we do not hear the intonations of 
our speech that others hear unless we are paying particular atten- 
tion to them. The habits of emotional expression which belong to 
our speech are of the same sort. We may know that we have ex- 
pressed ourselves in a joyous fashion, but the detailed process is 
one which does not come back to our conscious selves. There are 
, pea ee ie aval gasich domotsenvenintova eoteeiows 

se If but_which-help-tomake up what is termed the unconscious 
self. 


~_ After. all, what we mean by self-consciousness is an awakening 

in ourselves of f the group of attitudes which we are arousing in 

ES eee ee ROR TOT EO a 
go to make up the members of the community. It is unfortunate 

to fuse or mix up consciousness, a8 Wé ordinarily use that term, 

and self-consciousness. Consciousness, as frequently used, simply 


has reference to the field of experience, but self-consciousness_re-_ 


lves_a_set_of definite re- _ 
: ich bel ers of the group. Consciousness 


rer self-consciousness are not on the same level. A man alone has, 
fortunately or unfortunately, access to his own toothache, but that 
is not what we mean by self-consciousness. 

I have so far emphasized what I have called the structures 
upon which the self is constructed, the framework of the self, as it 
were. Of course we are not only what is common to all: each one 
of the selves is different from everyone else; but there has to be 
such a common structure as I have sketched in order that we may 
be members of a community at all. We cannot be ourselves unless 
we are also members in whom there is a community of attitudes 
which control the attitudes of all. We cannot have rights unless 
we have common attitudes. That which we have acquired as self- 
conscious persons makes us members of society and gives us 


selves. 72 ve femme! oe to other 
elves. No hard-and-fast line can be drawn bétweéen our own selves 
ae selves of others, since our own selves exist and enter as 


such into our experience only insofar as the selves of others exist 
and enter as such into our experience also. The individual pos- 
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sesses a self only in relation to the selves of the other members of 
his social group; and the structure of his self expresses or reflects 
the general behavior pattern of this social group to which he be- 
longs, just as does the structure of the self of every other individ- 
ual belonging to this social group. 


The Self and the Subjective 


Emphasis should be laid on the central position of think- 
ing when considering the nature of the self. Self-consciousness, 
rather than affective experience with its motor accompaniments, 
provides the core and primary structure of the self, which is thus 
essentially a cognitive rather than an emotional phenomenon. 
The thinking or intellectual process—the internalization and in- 
ner dramatization, by the individual, of the external conversation 
of significant gestures which constitutes his chief mode of inter- 
action with other individuals belonging to the same society—is 
the earliest experiential phase in the genesis and development of 
the self. Cooley and James, it is true, endeavor to find the basis 
of the self in reflexive affective experiences, that is, experiences 
involving “‘self-feeling”; but the theory that the nature of the self 
is to be found in such experiences does not account for the origin 
of the self or of the self-feeling which is supposed to characterize 
such experiences. The individual need not take the attitudes of 
others toward himself in these experiences, since these experi- 
ences merely in themselves do not necessitate his doing so, and 
unless he does so, he cannot develop a self; and he will not do so 
in these experiences unless his self has already originated other- 
wise, namely, in the way we have been describing. The-essence of 
the self, as we have said, is cognitivesIt lies in the internalized 
conversation of gestures which constitutes thinking or in terms of 

which thought. or_reflection_proceeds..And-hence the origin and - 
_foundations of the self, like those.of thinking, are social. 


The “I” and the “Me” 


We have discussed at length the social foundations of the 
self and hinted that the self does not consist simply in the bare 
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organization of social attitudes. We may now explicitly raise the 
question as to the nature of the “I’? which is aware of the social 
“me.” I do not mean to raise the metaphysical question of how a 
~ person can be both “I” and “me” but to ask for the significance 
of this distinction from the point of view of conduct itself. Where 
in conduct does the “I”? come in as over against the ‘““me”? When 
one determines what his position is in society and feels himself 
as having a certain function and privilege, these are all defined 
with reference to an “I,” but the “I” is not a “me” and cannot 
become a “me.” We may have a better self and a worse self, but 
that again is not the “I” as against the “me,” because they are 
both selves. We approve of one and disapprove of the other, but 
when we bring up one or the other, they are there for such ap- 
proval as “me’s.” The “I” does not get into the limelight; we talk 
to ourselves, but do not see ourselves. The “I” reacts to the self 
Which arises through the. taki itudes_ of others. 


Through ta ose attitudes, we have introduced the ““me” and 
ee ° 66 


WwW 9 


The simplest way of handling the problem would be in terms 
of memory. I talk to myself, and I remember what I said and per- 
haps the emotional content that went with jt. The “I’’ of this mo- 
ment is present in the “me” of the next moment. There again I 
cannot turn around quick enough to catch myself. I become a 
“me” insofar as I remember what I said. The “I” can be given, 
however, this fanctional relationship. It is because of the “I”’ that 
we say we are never fully aware of what we are, that we surprise 
ourselves by our own action. It is as we act that we are aware of 
ourselves. It is in memory that the “I” is constantly present in 
experience. We can go back directly a few moments in our expe- 
rience, and then we are dependent upon memory images for the 
rest. So that the “I” in memory is there as the spokesman of the 
self of the second, or minute, or day ago. As given, it is a “me,” 
but it is a “me” which was the “I” at the earlier time. If you ask, 
then, where directly in your own experience the “I”’ comes in, the 
answer is that it comes in as a historical Rguve-it is what you 

sere ESI po st gE T” of the “ine.” It is another “me” 


that has to take that role. You cannot get the immediate response 
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or the “I’’ in the process.’ The “I” is ina certain-sense that with 
which we do identify ourselyes. The getting of it into experience 
“constitutes one of the problems of most of our conscious experi- 
ence; it is not directly given in experience. 


ao onse of the organism to the attitudes of the 
_others; the “me” is th attitudes 0 


one himself assumes. Fhe-attitudes of the-others constitute the—- 
organized “me,” andthen one reacts toward that as an “I.” I now 
wish to examine these concepts in greater detail. 

There is neither “I” nor “me” in the conversation of gestures; 
the whole act is not yet carried out, but the preparation takes 
place in this field of gesture. Now, insofar as the individual 
arouses in himself the attitudes of the others, there arises an or- 
ganized group of responses. And it is due to the individual’s abil- 
ity to take the attitudes of these others insofar as they can be 
organized that he gets self-consciousness. The taking of all of 
those organized sets of attitudes gives him his “me”; that is the 
self he is aware of. He can throw the ball to some other member 
because of the demand made upon him from other members of 
the team. That is the self that immediately exists for him in his 
consciousness. He has their attitudes, knows what they want and 
what the consequence of any act of his will be, and he has as- 
sumed responsibility for the situation. Now, it is the presence of 
those organized sets of attitudes that constitutes that “me” to 
which he has an “I” is responding. But what that response will be, 
he does not know and nobody else knows. Perhaps he will make a 
brilliant play or an error. The response to that situation as it ap- 
pears in his immediate experience is uncertain, and it is that 
which constitutes the “I.” 

The “I” is his action toward that social institution within his 
own conduct, and it gets into his experience only after he has car- 
9 The sensitivity of the organism brings parts of itself into the en- 
vironment. It does not, however, bring the life-process itself into the en- 
vironment, and the complete imaginative presentation of the organism is 
unable to present the living of the organism. It can conceivably present 


the conditions under which living takes place but not the unitary life- 
process. The physical organism in the environment always remains a thing 


(MS). 
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ried out the act. Then he is aware of it. He had to do such a thing 
and he did it. He fulfils his duty and he may look with pride at 
the throw which he made. The “me”’ arises to do that duty—that 
is the way in which it arises in his experience. He had in him all 
Tm as a 
me”? s : ° “yp 

I want to call Retention particularly to the fact that this re- 
sponse of the “I” is something that is more or less uncertain. The 
attitudes of others which one assumes as affecting his own con- 
duct constitute the “me,” and that is something that is there, but 
the response to it is as yet not given. When one sits down to think 
anything out, he has certain data that are there. Suppose that it 
is a social situation which he has to straighten out. He sees him- 
self from the point of view of one individual or another in the 
group. These individuals, all related, give him a certain self. Well, 
what is he going to do? He does not know, and nobody else knows. 
He can get the situation into his experience because he can as- 
sume the attitudes of the various individuals involved in it. He 
knows how they feel about it by the assumption of their attitudes. 
He says, in effect, “I have done certain things that seem to com- 
mit me to a certain course of conduct.” Perhaps if he does so act, 
it will place him in a false position with another group. The “I” 
as a response to this situation, in contrast to the “me” which is 
involved in the attitudes which he takes, is uncertain. And when 
the response takes place, then it appears in the field of experience 
largely as a memory image. 

Our specious present as such is very short. We do, however, 
experience passing events; part of the process of the passage of 
events is directly there in our experience, including some of the 
past and some of the future. We see a ball falling as it passes, and 
as it does pass, part of the ball is covered and part is being un- 
covered. We remember where the ball was a moment ago, and we 
anticipate where it will be beyond what is given in our experi- 
ence. So of ourselves; we are doing something, but to look back 
and see what we are doing involves getting memory images. So 
the “I” really appears experientially as a part of a “me.” But on 
the basis of this experience, we distinguish that individual who is 


232 PART VI 


doing something from the “me” who puts the problem up to him. 
The response enters into his experience only when it takes place. 
When he says he knows what he is going to do, even there he can 
be mistaken. He starts out to do something, and something hap- 
pens to interfere. The resulting action is always a little different 
from anything which he could anticipate. This is true even when 
he is simply carrying out the process of walking. The very taking 
of his expected steps puts him in a certain situation which has a 
slightly different aspect from what is expected, which is in a cer- 
tain sense novel. That movement into the future is the step, so to 
speak, of the ego, of the “I.” It is something that is not given in 
the “me.” 

Take the situation of a scientist solving a problem, when he 
has certain data which call for certain responses. Some of these 
data call for his applying such and such a law, while others call 
for another law. Data are there with their implications. He knows 
what such and such coloration means, and when he has these data 
before him, they stand for certain responses on his part; but now 
they are in conflict with each other. If he makes one response, 
then he cannot make another. What he is going to do he does not 
know, nor does anybody else. The action of the self is in response 
to these conflicting sets of data in the form of a problem, with 
conflicting demands upon him as a scientist. He has to look at it 
in different ways. That action of the “I” is something the nature 
of which we cannot tell in advance. 

The “I,” then, in this relation of the “I”? and the “me,” is 
something that is, so to speak, responding to a social situation 
which is within the experience of the individual. It is the answer 
which the individual makes to the attitude which others take to- 
ward him when he assumes an attitude toward them. Now, the at- 
titudes he is taking toward them are present in his own experi- 
ence, but his response to them will contain a novel element. The 
“I” gives the sense of freedom, of initiative. The situation is there 
for us to act in a self-conscious fashion. We are aware of our- 
selves, and of what the situation is, but exactly how we will act 
never gets into experience until after the action takes place. 

Such is the basis for the fact that the “I”? does not appear in 
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the same sense in experience as does the “me.” The “me” repre- 
sents a definite organization of the community there in our own 
attitudes and calling for a response, but the response that takes 
place is something that just happens. There is no certainty in re- 
gard to it. There is a moral necessity but 10 mechanical necessity 
for the act. When it does take place, we find what has been 
done. The above account gives us, I think, the relative position of 
the “I”? and “me” in the situation and sles grounds for the separa- 
tion of the two in behavior. The two are separated in the process, 
but they belong together in the sense of being parts of a whole. , 
They are separated and yet they belong together. The separation 
of the “I” and the “‘me”’ is not fictitious. They are not identica, 
for, as I have said, the “I’”’ is something that is never entirely ca 
culable. The “me” does call for a certain sort of an “I’”’ insofar a 
we meet the obligations that are given in conduct itself, but th 
“I” is always something different from what the situation itsel 
calls for. So there is always that distinction, if you like, between 
the “I”? and the “me.” The “I” both calls out the ‘“‘me” and re- 
sponds to it. Taken together they constitute a personality as it 
appears in social experience. The self is essentially a social proc- 
ess going on with these two distinguishable phases. If it did not | 
have these two phases, there could not be conscious responsibility 
and there would be nothing novel in experience. 


The Realization of the Self 
in the Social Situation 


There is still one phase in the development of the self that 
needs to be presented in more detail—the realization of the self 
in the social situation in which it arises. 

I have argued that the self appears in experience essentially as 
a “me” with the organization of the community to which it be- 
longs. This organization is, of course, expressed in the particular 
endowment and particular social situation of the individual. He is 
a member of the community, but he is a particular part of the 
community, with a particular heredity and position which dis- 
tinguishes him from anybody else. He is what he is insofar as he 
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is a member of this community, and the raw materials out of 
which this particular individual is born would not be a self but 
for his relationship to others in the community. Thus he is aware 
of himself as such and, not only in political citizenship or in 
membership in groups of which he is a part, but also from the 
point of view of reflective thought. He is a member of the com- 
munity of the thinkers whose literature he reads and to which he 
may contribute by his own published thought. He belongs to a 
society of all rational beings, and the rationality that he identi- 
fies with himself involves a continued social interchange. The 
widest community in which the individual finds himself, that 
which is everywhere, through and for everybody, is the thought 
world. He is a member of such a community, and he is what he is 
because he is a member. 

The fact that all selves are constituted by or in terms of the 
social process and are individual reflections of it—or rather of 
this organized behavior pattern which it exhibits and which they 
prehend in their respective structures—is not in the least incom- 
patible with, or destructive of, the fact that every individual self 
has its own peculiar individuality, its own unique pattern. Be- 
cause each individual self within that process reflects in its organ- 
ized structure the behavior pattern of that process as a whole from 
its own particular and unique standpoint within that process, it 
thus reflects in its organized structure a different aspect or per- 
spective of this whole social behavior pattern from that which is 
reflected in the organized structure of any other individual self 
within that process. This is similar to every monad in the Leib- 
nizian universe which mirrors that universe from a different point 
of view and thus mirrors a different aspect or perspective of that 
universe. In other words, the organized structure of every individ- 
ual self within the human social process of experience and behav- 
ior reflects and is constituted by the organized relational pattern of 
that process as a whole; but each individual self-structure reflects 
and is constituted by a different aspect or perspective of this re- 


lational pattern, b each reflects this relational pattern from 
its own unique standpoint, so that the common social origin and 


co ir structures does not pre- 
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clude wide individual differenees-end—variations among them or 
“contradict the peculiar and more or less distinctive individuality 
which each of them in fact pos ery individual self within 
a given society or social community reflects in its organized struc- 
ture the whole relational pattern of organized social behavior 
which that society or community exhibits or is carrying on, and 
its organized structure is constituted by this pattern; but since 
each of these individual selves reflects a uniquely different aspect 
or perspective of this pattern in its structure, from its own particu- 
lar and unique place or standpoint within the whole process of 
organized social behavior which exhibits this pattern—since, that 
is, each is differently or uniquely related to that whole process 
and occupies its own essentially unique focus of relations therein 
—the structure of each is differently constituted by this pattern 
from the way in which the structure of any other is so constituted. 
The individual, as we have seen, is continually reacting back 
against this society. Every adjustment involves some sort of 
change in the community to which the individual adjusts himself. 
And this change, of course, may be very important. Take even 
the widest community which we can present, the rational commu- 
nity that is represented in the so-called universal discourse. Up to 
a comparatively recent time, the form of this was that of an Aris- 
totelian world, But men in America, England, Italy, Germany, 
and France have very considerably changed the structure of that 
world, introducing a logic of multiple relations in place of the 
Aristotelian relation of substance and attribute. Another funda- 
mental change has taken place in the form of the world through 
the reaction of an individual—Einstein. Great figures in history 
bring about very fundamental changes. These profound changes 
which take place through the action of individual minds are only 
the extreme expression of the sort of changes that take place 
steadily through reactions which are not simply those of a “me” 
but of an “I.” These changes are changes that take place grad- 
ually and more or less imperceptibly. We know that as we pass 
from one historical period to another there have been fundamen- 
tal changes, and we know these changes are due to the reactions 
of different individuals. It is only the ultimate effect that we can 
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recognize, but the differences are due to the gestures of these 
countless individuals actually changing the situation in which they 
find themselves, although the specific changes are too minute for 
us to identify. 

As I have pointed out, the ego or “I”’ that is responsible for 
changes of that sort appears in experience only after its reaction 
has taken place. It is only after we have said the word we are say- 
ing that we recognize ourselves as the person that has said it, as 
this particular self that says this particular thing; it is only after 
we have done the thing that we are going to do that we are aware 
of what we are doing. However carefully we plan the future it al- 
ways is different from that which we can previse, and this some- 
thing that we are continually bringing in and adding to is what 
we identify with the self that comes into the level of our experi- 
ence only in the completion of the act. 

In some respects, of course, we can determine what that self 
is going to do. We can accept certain responsibilities in advance. 
One makes contracts and promises, and one is bound by them. 
The situation may change, the act may be different from that 
which the individual himself expected to carry out, but he is held 
to the contract which he has made. He must do certain things in 
order to remain a member of the community. In the duties of 
what we call rational conduct, in adjusting ourselves to a world in 
which the laws of nature and of economics and of political sys- 
tems obtain, we can state what is going to happen and take the 
responsibility for the thing we are going to do, and yet the real 
self that appears in that act awaits the completion of the act itself. 
Now, it is this living act which never gets directly into reflective 
experience. It is only after the act has taken place that we can 
catch it in our memory and place it in terms of that which we 
have done. It is that “I” which we may be said to be continually 
trying to realize, and to realize through the actual conduct itself. 
One does not ever get it fully before himself. Sometimes some- 
body else can tell him something about himself that he is not 
aware of. He is never sure about himself, and he astonishes him- 
self by his conduct as much as he astonishes other people. 

The possibilities in our nature, those sorts of energy which 
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William James took so much pleasure in indicating, are possibili- 
ties of the self that lie beyond our own immediate presentation. 
We do not know just what they are. They are in a certain sense 
the most fascinating contents that we can contemplate, so far as 
we can get hold of them. We get a great deal of our enjoyment of 
romance, of moving pictures, or of art, in setting free, at least in 
imagination, capacities which belong to ourselves or which we 
want to belong to ourselves._ Inferiority complexes_ arise from 


_those wants of a self which -we-should like to carry out but which 


ed inferior- 


-we-cannot—we adjust ourselves-te-these-by the-so-called in 
tn cio ee is 


actu sense the most 


fascinating -part-ef- ie-expertence, It_is there that novelty ari arises, 
_and_it is there that our most important values are located, It is It is 
_the realization in some-sense-of this-self that we are continually 


seeking, 


The Contributions of the 
“Me” and the “I’’ 


I have been undertaking to distinguish between the “I” 
and the “me” as different phases of the self, the “me” answering 
to the organized attitudes of the others which we definitely assume 
and which determine consequently our own conduct so far as it is 
of a self-conscious character. Now the “me” may be regarded as 
giving the form of the “I.” The novelty comes in the action of the 
“J,” but the structure, the form of the self is one which is con- 
ventional. 

This conventional form may be reduced to a minimum. In the 
artist’s attitude, where there is artistic creation, the emphasis 
upon the element of novelty is carried to the limit. This demand 
for the unconventional is especially noticeable in modern art. 
Here the artist is supposed to break away from convention; a part 
of his artistic expression is thought to be in the breakdown of 
convention. That attitude is, of course, not essential to the artistic 
function, and it probably never occurs in the extreme form in 
which it is often proclaimed. Take certain of the artists of the 
past. In the Greek world the artists were, in a certain sense, the su- 
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preme artisans. What they were to do was more or less set by the 
community, and accepted by themselves, as the expression of he- 
roic figures, certain deities, the erection of temples. Definite rules 
were accepted as essential to the expression. And yet the artist 
introduced an originality into it which distinguishes one artist 
from another. In the case of the artist, the emphasis upon that 
which is unconventional, that which is not in the structure of the 
“me,” is carried as far, perhaps, as it can be carried. 

This same emphasis also appears in certain types of conduct 
which are impulsive. Impulsive conduct is uncontrolled conduct. 
The structure of the “me” does not there determine the expres- 
sion of the “I.” If we use a Freudian expression, the “me” is 
in a certain sense a censor. It determines the sort of expression 
which can take place, sets the stage, and gives the cue. In the case 
of impulsive conduct this structure of the “me” involved in the 
situation does not furnish to any such degree this control. Take 
the situation of self-assertion where the self simply asserts itself 
against others, and suppose that the emotional stress is such that 
the forms of polite society in the performance of legitimate con- 
duct are overthrown, so that the person expresses himself vio- 
lently. There the “me” is determined by the situation. There are 
certain recognized fields within which an individual can assert 
himself, certain rights which he has within these limits. But let the 
stress become too great, these limits are not observed, and an in- 
dividual asserts himself in perhaps a violent fashion. Then the “I” 
is the dominant element against the “me.” Under what we con- 
sider normal conditions, the way in which an individual acts is 
determined by his taking the attitude of the others in the group, 
but if the individual is not given the opportunity to come up 
against people, as a child is not who is held out of intercourse with 
other people, then there results a situation in which the reaction 
is uncontrolled. 

Social contro 


aa 
10 On the topic of social control see “The Genesis of the Self and 
Social Control,” International Journal of Ethics, XXXV (1924-25), 251 ff.; 
“The Working Hypothesis in Social Reform,” American Journal of Soci- 
ology, V (1899-1900), 367 ff.; “The Psychology of Punitive Justice,” ibid., 
XXIII (1917-18), 577 ff. 
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that enables the “I,” so to speak, to use the “me” as the means of 
carrying out what is the undertaking that all are interested in. 
When persons are held outside or beyond that sort of organized 
expression, there arises a situation in which social control is ab- 
sent. In the more or less fantastic psychology of the Freudian 
group, thinkers are dealing with the sexual life and with self- 
assertion in its violent form. The normal situation, however, is 
one which involves a reaction of the individual in a situation 
which is socially determined but to which he brings his own re- 
sponses as an “I.” The response is, in the experience of the indi- 
vidual, an expression with which the self is identified. It is such a 
response which raises him above the institutionalized individual. 

As I have said before, an institution is, after all, nothing but 
an organization of attitudes which we all carry in us, the organ- 
ized attitudes of the others that control and determine conduct. 
Now, this institutionalized individual is, or should be, the means 
by which the individual expresses himself in his own way, for such 
individual expression is that which is identified with the self in 
those values which are essential to the self, and which arise from 
the self. To speak of them as arising from the self does not attach 
to them the character of the selfish egoist, for under the normal 
conditions to which we were referring, the individual is making 
his contribution to a common undertaking. The baseball player 
who makes a brilliant play is making the play called for by the 
nine to which he belongs. He is playing for his side. A man may, 
of course, play the gallery, be more interested in making a bril- 
liant play than in helping his team to win, just as a surgeon may 
carry out a brilliant operation and sacrifice the patient. But under 
normal conditions, the contribution of the individual gets its ex- 
pression in the social processes that are involved in the act, so 
that the attachment of the values to the self does not involve ego- 
ism or selfishness. The other situation in which the self in its ex- 
pression does in some sense exploit the group or society to which 
it belongs is one which sets up, so to speak, a narrow self which 
takes advantage of the whole group in satisfying itself. Even such 
a self is still a social affair. We distinguish very definitely between 
the selfish man and the impulsive man. The man who may lose 
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his temper and knock another down may be a very unselfish man. 
He is not necessarily a person who would utilize a certain situa- 
tion for the sake of his own interests. The latter case involves the 
narrow self that does not relate itself to the whole social group of 
which it is a part. 

Values do definitely attach to this expression of the self which 
is peculiar to the self; and what is peculiar to the self is what it 
calls its own. And yet this value lies in the social situation and 
would not be apart from that social situation. It is the contribu- 
tion of the individual to the situation, even though it is only in 
the social situation that the value is obtained. 

We seek certainly for that sort of expression which is self- 
expression. When an individual feels himself hedged in, he rec- 
ognizes the necessity of a situation in which there will be an 
opportunity for him to make his addition to the undertaking, and 
not simply to be the conventionalized “me.” In a person who car- 
ries out the routine job, it leads to the reaction against the ma- 
chine and to the demand that that type of routine work fall into 
its place in the whole social process. There is, of course, a certain 
amount of real mental and physical health, a very essential part of 
one’s life, that is involved in doing routine work. One can very 
well just carry out certain processes in which his contribution is 
very slight, in a more or less mechanical fashion, and find him- 
self in a better position because of it. Such men as John Stuart 
Mill have been able to carry on routine occupations during a cer- 
tain part of the day, and then give themselves to original work for 
the rest of the day. A person who cannot do a certain amount of 
stereotyped work is not a healthy individual. Both the health of 
the individual and the stability of society call for a very consider- 
able amount of such work. The reaction to machine industry sim- 
ply calls for the restriction of the amount of time given to it, but 
it does not involve its total abolition. Nevertheless, and granting 
this point, there must be some way in which the individual can 
express himself. It is the situations in which it is possible to get 
this sort of expression that seem to be particularly precious, 
namely, those situations in which the individual is able to do 
something on his own, where he can take over responsibility and 
carry out things in his own way, with an opportunity to think his 
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own thoughts. Those social situations in which the structure of 
the “me” for the time being is one in which the individual gets 
an opportunity for that sort of expression of the self bring some 
of the most exciting and gratifying experiences. 

These experiences may take place in a form which involves 
degradation or in a form which involves the emergence of higher 
values. The mob furnishes a situation in which the “me” is one 
which simply supports and emphasizes the more violent sort of 
impulsive expression. This tendency is deeply imbedded in human 
nature. It is astonishing what part of the “I” of the sick is consti- 
tuted by murder stories. Of course, in the story itself, it is the 
tracking-down of the murderer that is the focal point of interest; 
but that tracking-down of the murderer takes one back to the 
vengeance attitude of the primitive community. In the murder 
story one gets a real villain, runs him down, and brings him to 
justice. Such expressions may involve degradation of the self. In 
situations involving the defense of the country a mob attitude or 
a very high moral attitude may prevail, depending upon the in- 
dividual. The situation in which one can let himself go, in whic 
the very structure of the “me” opens the door for the “I,” is! 
favorable to self-expression. "T have referred to the situation in 
which a person can sit down with a friend and say just what he is 
thinking about someone else. There is a satisfaction in letting 
one’s self go in this way. The sort of thing that under other cir- 
cumstances you would not say and would not even let yourself 
think is now naturally uttered. Should you get in a group whic 
thinks as you do, you can go to lengths which may surprise you 
The * ‘me” in the ab 
SQ ations. Now if this situation is such that it opens the do 
to impulsive expression, one gets a peculiar satisfaction, high or 
low, the source of which is the value that attaches to the expres- 
sion of the “I’’ in the social process. 


A Contrast of Individualistic and 
Social Theories of the Self 


The differences between the type of social psychology 
which derives the selves of individuals from the social process in 
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which they are implicated and in which they empirically interact 
with one another and the type of social psychology which instead 
derives that process from the selves of the individuals involved in 
it are clear. The first type assumes a social process or social order 
as the logical and biological precondition of the appearance of 
the selves of the individual organisms involved in that process or 
belonging to that order. The other type, on the contrary, assumes 
individual selves as the presuppositions, logically and biologically, 
of the social process or order within which they interact. 

The difference between the social and the individual theories 
of the development of mind, self, and the social process of experi- 
ence or behavior is analogous to the difference between the evo- 
lutionary and the contract theories of the state as held in the past 
by both rationalists and empiricists."* The latter theory takes in- 
dividuals and their individual experiencing—individual minds 
and selves—as logically prior to the social process in which they 
are involved, and explains the existence of that social process in 
terms of them; whereas the former takes the social process of 
experience or behavior as logically prior to the individuals and 
their individual experiencing which are involved in it, and ex- 
plains their existence in terms of that social process. But the latter 
type of theory cannot explain that which is taken as logically prior 
at all, cannot explain the existence of minds and selves; whereas 
the former type of theory can explain that which it takes as 
logically prior, namely, the existence of the social process of be- 
havior, in terms of such fundamental biological or physiological 
relations and interactions as reproduction, or the co-operation 
of individuals for mutual protection or for the securing of food. 

Our contention is that mind can never find expression, and 
could never have come into existence at all, except in terms of a 
social environment; that an organized set or pattern of social re- 


i Historically, both the rationalist and the empiricist are committed 
to the interpretation of experience in terms of the individual (1931). 
Other people are there as much as we are there; to be a self 
requires other selves (1924). 
In our experience the thing is there as much as we are here. Our 
experience is in the thing as much as it is in us (MS). 
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lations and interactions (especially those of communication by 
means of gestures functioning as significant symbols and thus cre- 
ating a universe of discourse) is necessarily presupposed by it 
and involved in its nature. And this entirely social theory or inter- 
pretation of mind’*—this contention that mind develops and has 
its being only in and by virtue of the social process of experience 
and activity, which it hence presupposes, and that in no other way 
can it develop and have its being—must be clearly distinguished 
from the partially (but only partially) social view of mind. On 
this view, though mind can get expression only within or in terms 
of the environment of an organized social group, yet it is never- 
theless in some sense a native endowment—a congenital or he- 
reditary biological attribute—of the individual organism and 
could not otherwise exist or manifest itself in the social process 
at all; so that it is not itself essentially a social phenomeron, but 
rather is biological both in its nature and in its origin and is so- 
cial only in its characteristic manifestations or expressions. Ac- 
cording to this latter view, moreover, the social process presup- 
poses, and in a sense is a product of, mind; in direct contrast is 
our opposite view that mind presupposes, and is a product of, the 
social process. The advantage of our view is that it enables us to 
give a detailed account and actually to explain the genesis and 
development of mind; whereas the view that mind is a congenital 
biological endowment of the individual organism does not really 
enable us to explain its nature and origin at all—neither what 
sort of biological endowment it is, nor how organisms at a certain 


12 In defending a social theory of mind we are defending a functional, 
as opposed to any form of substantive or entitive, view as to its nature. And 
in particular, we are opposing all intracranial or intra-epidermal views 
as to its character and locus. For it follows from our social theory of mind 
that the field of mind must be co-extensive with, and include all the com- 
ponents of, the field of the social process of experience and behavior, 
that is, the matrix of social relations and interactions among individuals, 
which is presupposed by it and out of which it arises or comes into being. 
If mind is socially constituted, then the field or locus of any given individ- 
ual mind must extend as far as the social activity or apparatus of social 
relations which constitutes it extends; and hence that field cannot be 
bounded by the skin of the individual organism to which it belongs. 
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level of evolutionary progress come to possess it.1? Furthermore, 
the supposition that the social process presupposes, and is in some 
sense a product of, mind seems to be contradicted by the existence 
of the social communities of certain of the lower animals, espe- 
cially the highly complex social organizations of bees and ants, 
which apparently operate on a purely instinctive or reflex basis, 
and do not in the least involve the existence of mind or con- 
sciousness in the individual organisms which form or constitute 
them. And even if this contradiction is avoided by the admission 
that only at its higher levels—only at the levels represented by 
the social relations and interactions of human beings—does the 
social process of experience and behavior presuppose the exist- 
ence of mind or become necessarily a product of mind, still it is 
hardly plausible to suppose that this already ongoing and devel- 
oping process should suddenly, at a particular stage in its evolu- 
tion, become dependent for its further continuance upon an en- 
tirely extraneous factor, introduced into it, so to speak, from 
without. 

The individual enters as such into his own experience only as 
an object, not as a subject; and he can enter as an object only on 
the basis of social relations and interactions, only by means of his 
experiential transactions with other individuals in an organized 


13 According to the traditional assumption of psychology, the content 
of experience is entirely individual and not in any measure to be primarily 
accounted for in social terms, even though its setting or context is a social 
one. And for a social psychology like Cooley’s—which is founded on pre- 
cisely this same assumption—all social interactions depend upon the im- 
aginations of the individuals involved, and take place in terms of their 
direct conscious influences upon one another in the processes of social 
experience. Cooley’s social psychology, as found in his Human Nature and 
the Social Order, is hence inevitably introspective, and his psychological 
method carries with it the implication of complete solipsism: society really 
has no existence except in the individual’s mind, and the concept of the 
self as in any sense intrinsically social is a product of imagination. Even 
for Cooley the self presupposes experience, and experience is a process 
within which selves arise; but since that process is for him primarily 
internal and individual rather than external and social, he is committed 
in his psychology to a subjectivistic and idealistic, rather than an objec- 
tivistic and naturalistic, metaphysical position. 
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social environment. It is true that certain contents of experience 
(particularly kinaesthetic) are accessible only to the given indi- 
vidual organism and not to any others; and that these private or 
“subjective,” as opposed to public or “objective,” contents of ex- 
perience are usually regarded as being peculiarly and intimately 
connected with the individual’s self, or as being in a special sense 
self-experiences. But this accessibility solely to the given indi- 
vidual organism of certain contents of its experience does not af- 
fect, nor in any way conflict with, the theory as to the social na- 
ture and origin of the self that we are presenting. Existence of 
private or “subjective” contents of experience does not alter the 
fact that self-consciousness involves the individual’s becoming an 
object to himself by taking the attitudes of other individuals to- 
ward himself within an organized setting of social relationships, 
and that unless the individual had thus become an object to him- 
self he would not be self-conscious or have a self at all. Apart 
from his social interactions with other individuals, he would not 
relate the private or “subjective” contents of his experience to 
himself and he could not become aware of himself as such, that 
is, as an individual, a person, merely by means or in terms of 
these contents of his experience; for in order to become aware of 
himself as such he must, to repeat, become an object to himself, 
or enter his own experience as an object, and only by social 
means—only by taking the attitudes of others toward himself— 
is he able to become an object to himself.** 

It is true, of course, that once mind has arisen in the social 
process it makes possible the development of that process into 
much more complex forms of social interaction among the com- 
ponent individuals than was possible before it had arisen. But 
there is nothing odd about a product of a given process contrib- 


14 The human being’s physiological capacity for developing mind or 
intelligence is a product of the process of biological evolution, just as is 
his whole organism; but the actual development of his mind or intelligence 
itself, given that capacity, must proceed in terms of the social situations 
wherein it gets its expression and import; and hence it itself is a product 
of the process of social evolution, the process of social experience and 
behavior. 
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uting to, or becoming an essential factor in, the further develop- 
ment of that process. The social process, then, does not depend 
for its origin or initial existence upon the existence and interac- 
tions of selves, though it does depend upon the latter for the 
higher stages of complexity and organization which it reaches 
after selves have arisen within it. 


Part VII 


SOCIETY 


The Community and the Institution’ 


THERE are what I have termed “generalized social atti- 
tudes” which make an organized self possible. In the community 
there are certain ways of acting under situations which are essen- 
tially identical, and these ways of acting on the part of anyone 
are those which we excite in others when we take certain steps. 
When we assert our rights, we are calling for a definite response 
just because they are rights that are universal—a response which 
everyone should, and perhaps will, give. Now, that response is 
present in our own nature; in some degree we are ready to take 
that same attitude toward somebody else when he makes the ap- 
peal. When we call out that response in others, we can take the 
attitude of the other and adjust our own conduct to it. There are, 
then, whole series of such common responses in the community 
in which we live, and such responses are what we term “institu- 
tions.” The institution represents a common response on the part 
of all members of the community to a particular situation. This 
common response is one which, of course, varies with the charac- 
ter of the individual. In the case of theft the response of the sher- 


First published in Mind, Self, and Society, ed. Charles W. Morris (Chi- 
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1934), pp. 260-328. 


1 See “Natural Rights and the Theory of the Political Institution,” 
Journal of Philosophy, XII (1915), 141 ff. 
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iff is different from that of the attorney-general, from that of the 
judge and the jurors, and so forth; and yet they all are responses 
which maintain property, which involve the recognition of the 
property right in others. There is a common response in varied 
forms. And these variations, as illustrated in the different officials, 
have an organization which gives unity to the variety of the re- 
sponses. One appeals to the policeman for assistance; one expects 
the state’s attorney to act; one expects the court and its various 
functionaries to carry out the process of the trial of the criminal. 
One does take the attitude of all of these different officials as in- 
volved in the very maintenance of property; all of them as an 
organized process are in some sense found in our own natures. 
When we arouse such attitudes, we are taking the attitude of what 
I have termed a “generalized other.” Such organized sets of re- 
sponse are related to each other; if one calls out one such set of 
responses, he is implicitly calling out others as well. 

Thus the institutions of society are organized forms of group 
or social activity—forms so organized that the individual mem- 
bers of society can act adequately and socially by taking the atti- 
tudes of others toward these activities. Oppressive, stereotyped, 
and ultraconservative social institutions—like the church—which 
by their more or less rigid and inflexible unprogressiveness crush 
or blot out individuality or discourage any distinctive or original 
expressions of thought and behavior in the individual selves or 
personalities implicated in and subjected to them, are undesira- 
ble but not necessarily outcomes of the general social process of 
experience and behavior. There is no necessary or inevitable rea- 
son why social institutions should be oppressive or rigidly con- 
servative, or why they should not rather be, as many are, flexible 
and progressive, fostering individuality rather than discouraging 
it. In any case, without social institutions of some sort, without 
the organized social attitudes and activities by which social insti- 
tutions are constituted, there could be no fully mature individual 
selves or personalities at all; for the individuals involved in the 
general social life-process of which social institutions are organ- 
ized, manifestations can develop and possess fully mature selves 
or personalities only insofar as each one of them reflects or pre- 
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hends in his individual experience these organized attitudes and 
activities which social institutions embody or represent. Social in- 
stitutions, like individual selves, are developments within, or par- 
ticular and formalized manifestations of, the social life-process at 
its human evolutionary level. As such, they are not necessarily: 
subversive of individuality in the individual members; and they 
do not necessarily represent or uphold narrow definitions of cer- 
tain fixed and specific patterns of acting which in any given cir- 
cumstances should characterize the behavior of all intelligent and 
socially responsible individuals (in opposition to such unintelli- 
gent and socially irresponsible individuals as morons and imbe- 
ciles) as members of the given community or social group. On 
the contrary, they need to define the social, or socially responsi- 
ble, patterns of individual conduct in only a very broad and gen- 
eral sense, affording plenty of scope for originality, flexibility, 
and variety of such conduct; and as the main formalized func- 
tional aspects or phases of the whole organized structure of the 
social life-process at its human level, they properly partake of the 
dynamic and progressive character of that process.” 

There are a great number of institutionalized responses which 
are, we often say, arbitrary, such as the manners of a particular 
community. Manners in their best sense, of course, cannot be 
distinguished from morals and are nothing but the expression of 
the courtesy of an individual toward people about him. They 
ought to express the natural courtesy of everyone to everyone else. 
There should be such an expression, but of course a great many 


2 Human society, we have insisted, does not merely stamp the pattern 
of its organized social behavior upon any one of its individual members, 
so that this pattern becomes likewise the pattern of the individual’s self; 
it also, at the same time, gives him a mind, as the means or ability of 
consciously conversing with himself in terms of the social attitudes which 
constitute the structure of his self and which embody the pattern of human 
society’s organized behavior as reflected in that structure. And his mind 
enables him in turn to stamp the pattern of his further developing self 
(further developing through his mental activity) upon the structure or 
organization of human society, and thus in a degree, to reconstruct and 
modify in terms of his self the genera] pattern of social or group behavior 
in terms of which his self was originally constituted. 
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habits for the expression of courtesy are quite arbitrary. The ways 
to greet people are different in different communities; what is 
appropriate in one may be an offense in another. The question 
arises whether a certain manner which expresses a courteous atti- 
tude may be what we term “conventional.” In answer to this we 
propose to distinguish between manners and conventions. Con- 
ventions are isolated social responses which would not come into, 
or go to make up, the nature of the community in its essential 
character as this expresses itself in the social reactions. A source 
of confusion would lie in identifying manners and morals with 
conventions, since the former are not arbitrary in the sense that 
conventions are. Thus conservatives identify what is a pure con- 
vention with the essence of a social situation; nothing must be 
changed. But the very distinction to which IJ have referred is one 
which implies that these various institutions, as social responses 
to situations in which individuals are carrying out social acts, are 
organically related to each other in a way which conventions are 
not. 

— Such interrelation is one of the points which is brought out, 
for example, in the economic interpretation of history. It was first 
presented more or less as a party doctrine by the Marxian social- 
ists, implying a particular economic interpretation. It has now 
passed over into the historian’s technique with a recognition that 
if he can get hold of the real economic situation, which is, of 
course, more accessible than most social expressions, he can work 
out from that to the other expressions and institutions of the com- 
munity. Medieval economic institutions enable one to interpret 
the other institutions of the period. One can get at the economic 
situation directly and, following that out, can find what the other 
institutions were, or must have been. Institutions, manners, or 
words, present in a certain sense the life-habits of the community 
as such;,and when an individual acts toward others in, say, eco- 
nomic terms, he is calling out not_simply a single response but a 
whole group of related responses, ae — 

The same situation prevails in a physiological organism. If the 
balance of a person who is standing is disturbed, this calls for a 
readjustment which is possible only insofar as the affected parts of 
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the nervous system lead to certain definite and interconnected re- 
sponses. The different parts of the reaction can be isolated, but 
the organism has to act as a whole. Now it is true that an individ- 
ual living in society lives in a certain sort of organism which re- 
acts toward him as a whole, and he calls out by his action this 
more or less organized response. There is perhaps under his at- 
tention only some very minor fraction of this organized response 
—he considers, say, only the passage of a certain amount of 
money. But that exchange could not take place without the entire 
economic organization, and that in turn involves all the other 
phases of the group life. The individual can go any time from one 
phase to the others, since he has in his own nature the type of re- 
sponse which his action calls for. In taking any institutionalized 
attitude, he organizes in some degree the whole social process, in 
proportion as he is a complete self. 

The getting of this social response into the individual consti- 
tutes the process of education which takes over the cultural media 
of the community in a more or less abstract way.® Education is 
definitely the process of taking over a certain organized set of re- 
sponses to one’s own stimulation; and until one can respond to 
himself as the community responds to him, he does not genuinely 
belong to the community. He may belong to a small community, 
as the small boy belongs to a gang rather than to the city in which 
he lives. We all belong to small cliques, and we may remain sim- 
ply inside of them. The “organized other” present in ourselves is 
then a community of a narrow diameter. We are struggling now 
to get a certain amount of international-mindedness. We are real- 
izing ourselves as members of a larger community. The vivid 


3 Among some eighteen notes, editorials, and articles on education, 
attention should be called to the following: “The Relation of Play to Edu- 
cation,” University of Chicago Record, I (1896), 140 ff.; “The Teaching 
of Science in College,” Science, XXIV (1906), 390 ff.; “Psychology of 
Social Consciousness Implied in Instruction,” ibid., XXXI (1910), 688 ff.; 
“Industrial Education and Trade Schools,” Elementary School Teacher, 
VIII (1908), 402 ff.; “Industrial Education and the Working Man and the 
School,” ibid., IX (1909), 369 ff.; “On the Problem of History in the Ele- 
mentary School,” ibid., 433; “Moral Training in the Schools,” ibid., 327 ff.; 
“Science in the High School,” School Review, XIV (1906), 237 ff. 
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nationalism of the present period should, in the end, call out an 
international attitude of the larger community. The situation is 
analogous to that of the boy and the gang; the boy gets a larger 
self in proportion as he enters into this larger community. In gen- 
eral, the self has answered definitely to that organization of the 
social response which constitutes the community as such; the de- 
gree to which the self is developed depends upon the community, 
upon the degree to which the individual calls out that institution- 
alized group of responses in himself. The criminal as such is the 
individual who lives in a very small group, and then makes depre- 
dations upon the larger community of which he is not a member. 
He is taking the property that belongs to others, but he himself 
does not belong to the community that recognizes and preserves 
the rights of property. 

There is a certain sort of organized response to our acts which 
represents the way in which people react toward us in certain sit- 
uations. Such responses are in our nature because we act as mem- 
bers of the community toward others, and what I am emphasizing 
now is that the organization of these responses makes the com- 
munity possible. 

We are apt to assume that our estimate of the value of the 
community should depend upon its size. The American worships 
bigness as opposed to qualitative social content. A little commu- 
nity such as that of Athens produced some of the greatest spiritual 
products which the world has ever seen; contrast its achievements 
with those of the United States, and there is no need to ask wheth- 
er the mere bigness of the one has any relationship to the quali- 
tative contents of the achievements of the other. I wish to bring 
out the implicit universality of the highly developed, highly or- 
ganized community. Now, Athens as the home of Socrates, Plato, 
and Aristotle, the seat of a great metaphysical development in the 
same period, the birthplace of political theorists and great drama- 
tists, actually belongs to the whole world. These qualitative 
achievements which we ascribe to a little community belong to it 
only insofar as it has the organization that makes it universal. 
The Athenian community rested upon slave labor and upon a po- 
litical situation which was narrow and contracted, and that part 
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of its social organization was not universal and could not be made 
the basis for a large community. The Roman Empire disintegrated 
very largely because its whole economic structure was laid on the 
basis of slave labor. It was not organized on a universal basis. 
From the legal standpoint and administrative organization, it was 
universal, and just as Greek philosophy has come down to us so 
has Roman law. To the degree that any achievement of organiza- 
tion of a community is successful, it is universal and makes pos- 
sible a bigger community. In one sense there cannot be a commu- 
nity which is larger than that represented by rationality, and the 
Greek brought rationality to its self-conscious expression.* In that 
same sense the gospel of Jesus brought definitely to expression the 
attitude of neighborliness to which anyone could appeal and pro- 
vided the soil out of which could arise a universal religion. That 
which is fine and admirable is universal—although it may be true 
that the actual society in which the universality can get its ex- 
pression has not arisen. 

Politically, America has, in a certain sense, given universality 
to what we term “self-government.” The social organization of 


4 Plato held that the city-state was the best—if not, indeed, the only 
practicable or feasible—type of state or social organization; and Aristotle 
agreed. According to Plato, moreover, the complete social isolation of any 
one city-state from the rest of the world was desirable. Aristotle, on the 
other hand, did recognize the necessity for social interrelations among dif- 
ferent city-states or between any one city-state and the rest of the civilized 
world, but he could not discover a general principle in terms of which 
those interrelations could be determined without disastrously damaging or 
vitiating the political and social structure of the city-state itself; and this 
structure he wished, as did Plato, to preserve. That is to say, he was unable 
to get hold of a fundamental principle in terms of which the social and 
political organization of the Greek city-state could be generalized to apply 
to the interrelations between several such states within a single social 
whole, like the Alexandrian empire, in which they were all included as 
units, or to apply to that social whole or empire itself; and especially 
to apply to such a social whole or empire even if it did not contain city- 
states as its units. If we are right, this fundamental principle which he 
was unable to discover was simply the principle of social integration and 
organization in terms of rational selves, and of their reflection, in their 
respective organized structures, of the patterns of organized social behavior 
in which they are involved and to which they owe their existence. 
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immediate social organizations in which there was self-govern- 
ment were all particular provisional guilds or particular commu- 
nities. What has happened in America is that we have generalized 
the principle of self-government so that it is the essential agency 
of political control of the whole community. If that type of con- 
trol is made possible, there is theoretically no limit to the size of 
the community. In that sense alone would political bigness be- 
come an expression of the achievement of the community itself. 


Democracy and Universality in Society 


There is in human society a universality that expresses it- 
self very early in two different ways—one on the religious side 
and the other on the economic side. These processes as social 
processes are universal. They provide ends which any form that 
makes use of the same medium of communication can enter upon. 
If a gorilla could bring coconuts and exchange them in some sort 
of market for something he might conceivably want, he would 
enter into the economic social organization in its widest phase. 
All that is necessary is that the animal should be able to utilize 
that method of communication which involves, as we have seen, 
the existence of a self. On the other hand, any individual that can 
regard himself as a member of a society in which he is—to use a 
familiar phrase—a neighbor of the other, also belongs to such a 
universal group. These religious and economic expressions of uni- 
versality we find developing in one form or another in the Roman 
Empire, in India, and in China. In the outgrowth of the Empire 
into Christianity we find a form of propaganda issuing in the de- 
liberate attempt to organize this sort of universal society. 

Hf evolution is to take place in such a society, it would take 
place between the different organizations, so to speak, within this 
larger organism. There would not simply be a competition of dif- 
ferent societies with each other, but competition would lie in the 
relationship of this or that society to the organization of a univer- 
sal society. In the case of the universal religions we have such 
forms as that of the Mohammedan, which undertook by the force 
of the sword to wipe out all other forms of society and so found 
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itself in opposition to other communities which it undertook ei- 
ther to annihilate or to subordinate to itself. On the other hand, 
we have the propaganda represented by Christianity and Bud- 
dhism, which merely undertook to bring the various individuals 
into a certain spiritual group in which they would recognize them- 
selves as members of one society. This undertaking inevitably 
bound itself up with the political structure, especially in the case 
of Christianity; and back of that lies the assumption, which found 
its expression in missionary undertakings, that this social princi- 
ple, this recognition of the brotherhood of men, is the basis for a 
universal society. 

When we look at the economic proceedings, there is no such 
propaganda as this, no assumption of a single economic society 
that is undertaking to establish itself. An economic society defines 
itself insofar as one individual may trade with others; and then the 
very processes themselves go on integrating, bringing a closer and 
closer relationship between communities which may be definitely 
opposed to each other politically. The more complete economic 
texture appears in the development of trading itself and the de- 
velopment of a financial medium by means of which such trading 
is carried on, and there is an inevitable adjustment of the produc- 
tior in one community to the needs of the international economic 
community. There is a development which starts with the lowest 
sort of universal society and in which the original abstractness 
gives way to a more and more concrete social organization. From 
both of these standpoints, there is a universal society that includes 
the whole human race, and into which all can enter into relation- 
ship with others through the medium of communication. They can 
recognize others as members, and as brothers. 

Such communities are inevitably universal in their character. 
The processes expressed in the universal religion inevitably carry 
with them that of the logical community represented by the uni- 

‘verse of discourse, a community based simply on the ability of all 
‘ individuals to converse with each other through use of the same 
. significant symbols. Language provides a universal community 
“ which is something like the economic community. It is there, in- 
“sofar as there are common symbols that can be utilized. We see 
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such symbols in the bare signs by means of which savage tribes 
who do not speak the same language can communicate. They find 
some common language in the use of the fingers or in symbolic 
drawings. They attain some sort of ability to communicate, and 
such a process of communication has the tendency to bring the 
different individuals into closer relationship with each other. The 
linguistic process is in one sense more abstract than the economic 
process. The economic process, starting off with bare exchange, 
turns over the surplus of one individual in return for the surplus 
of another individual. Such processes reflect back at once to the 
process of production and more or less inevitably stimulate that 
sort of production which leads to profitable exchange. When we 
come to bare intercourse on the basis of significant symbols, the 
process by itself perhaps does not tend to such an integration, but 
this process of communication will carry or tend to carry with it 
the very processes in which it has served as a medium. 

A person learns a new language and, as we say, gets a new 
soul. He puts himself into the attitude of those that make use of 
that language. He cannot read its literature, cannot converse with 
those that belong to that community, without taking on its pecul- 
iar attitudes. He becomes in that sense a different individual. You 
cannot convey a language as a pure abstraction; you inevitably 
in some degree convey also the life that lies behind it. And this 
result builds itself into relationship with the organized attitudes 
of the individual who gets this language and inevitably brings 
about a readjustment of views. A community of the Western 
world with its different nationalities and different languages is a 
community in which there will be a continued interplay of these 
different groups with each other. One nation cannot be taken sim- 
ply by itself but only in its relationship to the other groups which 
belong to the larger whole. 

The universe of discourse which deals simply with the highest 
abstractions opens the door for the interrelationship of the differ- 
ent groups in their different characters. The universe of discourse 
within which people can express themselves makes possible the 
bringing-together of those organized attitudes which represent the 
life of these different communities into such relationship that they 
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can lead to a higher organization. The very universality of the 
processes which belong to human society, whether looked at from 
the point of view of religion or trading or logical thinking, at least 
opens the door to a universal society; and, in fact, these tenden- 
cies all express themselves where the social development has gone 
far enough to make it possible. 

The political expression of this growth of universality in soci- 
ety is signalized in the dominance of one group over other groups. 
The earliest expression of this is in the empires of the valleys of 
the Nile, the Tigris, and the Euphrates. Different communities 
came in competition with each other, and in such competition is 
found a condition for the development of the empire. There is not 
simply the conflict of one tribe with another which undertakes to 
wipe out the other but rather that sort of conflict which leads to 
the dominance of one group over another by the maintenance of 
the other group. It is of importance to notice this difference when 
it signalizes the expression of self-consciousness reached through 
a realization of one’s self in others. In a moment of hostility or 
fierce anger the individual or the community may seek simply to 
wipe out its enemies. But the dominant expression in terms of the 
self has been, even on the part of a militaristic society, rather that 
of subjection, of a realization of the self in its superiority to and 
exploitation of the other. This attitude of mind is an entirely dif- 
ferent attitude from that of the mere wiping-out of one’s enemies. 
There is, from this point of view at least, a definite achievement 
on the part of the individual of a higher self in his overcoming of 
the other and holding the other in subjection. 

The sense of national prestige is an expression of that self- 
respect which we tend to preserve in the maintenance of superior- 
ity over other people. One does get the sense of one’s self by a 
certain feeling of superiority to others, and that this is fundamen- 
tal in the development of the self was recognized by Wundt. It is 
an attitude which passes over, under what we consider high con- 
ditions, into the just recognition of the capacity of the individual 
in his own fields. The superiority which the person now has is not 
a superiority over the other but is grounded in that which he can 
do in relation to the functions and capacity of others. The devel- 
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opment of the expert who is superior in the performance of his 
functions is of a quite different character from the superiority of 
the bully who simply realizes himself in his ability to subordinate 
somebody to himself. The person who is competent in any par- 
ticular field has a superiority which belongs to that which he him- 
self can do and which perhaps someone else cannot do. It gives 
him a definite position in which he can realize himself in the com- 
munity. He does not realize himself in his simple superiority to 
someone else but in the function which he can carry out; and 
insofar as he can carry it out better than anyone else, he gets a 
sense of prestige which we recognize as legitimate, as opposed 
to the other form of self-assertion which from the standpoint of 
our highest sense of social standards is felt to be illegitimate. 

Communities may stand in this same kind of relation to each 
other. There is the sense of pride of the Roman in his adminis- 
trative capacity as well as in his martial power, in his capacity 
to subjugate all the people around the Mediterranean world and 
to administer them. The first attitude was that of subjugation, 
and then came the administrative attitude which was more of 
the type to which I have already referred as that of functional 
superiority. It was that which Virgil expressed in his demand 
that the Roman should realize that in his ruling he was pos- 
sessed with the capacity for administration. This capacity made 
the Roman Empire entirely different from the earlier empires, 
which used nothing but brute strength. The passage in that case 
is from a sense of political superiority and prestige expressed 
in a power to crush, over into a power to direct a social under- 
taking in which there is a larger co-operative activity. The 
political expression starts off with a bare self-assertion, coupled 
with a military attitude, which leads to the wiping-out of the 
other, but which leads on, or may lead on, to the development 
of higher community, where dominance takes the form of ad- 
ministration. Conceivably, there may appear a larger inter- 
national community than the empire, organized in terms of func- 
tion rather than of force. 

The bringing-together of the attitude of universal religion on 
the one hand and the widening political development on the 
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other has been given its widest expression in democracy. There 
is, of course, a democracy such as that of the Greek cities in 
which the control is simply the control of the masses in their op- 
position to certain economically and politically powerful classes. 
There are, in fact, various forms of democratic government; but 
democracy, in the sense here relevant, is an attitude which de- 
pends upon the type of self which goes with the universal rela- 
tions of brotherhood, however that be reached. It received its 
expression in the French Revolution in the conception of frater- 
nity and union. Every individual was to stand on the same level 
with every other. This conception is one which received its first 
expression in the universal religions. When carried over into the 
field of politics, it can get its expression only in such a form as 
that of democracy; and the doctrine that lies behind it is very 
largely Rousseau’s conception, as found in the Social Contract. 

The assumption there is.of a society in which the individual 
maintains himself as a citizen only to the degree that he recog- 
nizes the rights of everyone else to belong to the same commu- 
nity. With such a universality, such a uniformity of interests, 
it would be possible for the masses of the community to take the 
attitude of the sovereign while he also took the attitude of the 
subjects. If the will of each one was the will of all, then the re- 
lationship of subject and sovereign could be embodied in all the 
different individuals. We get what Rousseau referred to as the 
“general will of the community” only when a mian is able to 
realize himself by recognizing others as belonging to the same 
political organization as himself.° 

That conception of democracy is in itself as universal as re- 
ligion, and the appearance of this political movement was es- 
sentially religious insofar as it had the gospel of Rousseau be- 


5 If you can make your demand universal, if your right is one that 
carries with it a corresponding obligation, then you recognize the same 
right in everyone else and you can give a law, so to speak, in the terms 
of all the community. So there can be a general will in terms of the individ- 
ual because everyone else is expressing the same thing. There then arises 
a community in which everyone can be both sovereign and subject, sov- 
ereign insofar as he asserts his own rights and recognizes them in others, 
and subject in that he obeys the laws which he himself makes (1927). 
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hind it. It proceeded also with a sense of propaganda. It un- 
dertook to overthrow the old organization of society and sub- 
stitute its own form of society in its place. In that sense these 
two factors—one the dominance of the individual or group over 
other groups, the other the sense of brotherhood and identity 
of different individuals in the same group—came together in 
the democratic movement; and together they inevitably imply 
a universal society, not only in a religious sense, but ultimately 
in a political sense as well. This receives expression in the League 
of Nations, where every community recognizes every other com- 
munity in the very process of asserting itself. The smallest com- 
munity is in a position to express itself just because it recognizes 
the right of every other nation to do the same. 

What is involved in the development of a universal society 
is just such a functional organization as we find in economic 
development. The economic development is one which starts 
off on the basis of the exchange. You offer what you do not want 
in exchange for something which another does not want. That 
is abstract. But after you find you can produce something you 
do not want and exchange it for something you want, you stimu- 
late by that action a functional development. You are stimu- 
lating one group to produce this and another to produce that; 
and you are also controlling the economic process, because one 
will not continue to produce more than can be offered in ex- 
change on the market. The sort of thing ultimately produced 
will be that which answers to the demand of the customer. In 
the resulting functional organization, one develops an economic 
personality of a certain sort which has its own sense of superior- 
ity but which is used in the carrying-out of its pafticular func- 
tion in relation to the others in the group. There can be a self- 
consciousness based on the ability to manufacture something 
better than anybody else; but it can maintain its sense of su- 
periority only when it adjusts itself to the community that 
needs the products in this process of interchange. In such a situ- 
ation, there is a tendency toward functional development, a 
functional development which may take place even in the politi- 
cal domain. 
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It might seem that the functional aspect is contradictory to 
the ends of democracy insofar as it considers the individual in 
relation to a whole and in that way ignores the individual; and 
that, accordingly, real democracy must express itself more in 
the tone of the religious attitude and in making secondary the 
functional aspect. If we go back to the ideal of democracy as 
presented in the French Revolution, we do reach just such a sort 
of conflict. There you have recognition of quality; you demand 
in yourself what you recognize in others, and that does provide 
the basis for a social structure. But when you consider the func- 
tional expression of that time, there is not the same sort of equal- 
ity. However, equality in a functional sense is possible, and I 
do not see any reason why it should not carry with it as deep a 
sense of the realization of the other in one’s self as the religious 
attitude. A physician who through his superior skill can save 
the life of an individual can realize himself in regard to the per- 
son he has benefited. I see no reason why this functional atti- 
tude should not express itself in the realization of one’s self in 
the other. The basis of spiritual expression is the ability to real- 
ize one’s self in the many, and that certainly is reached in the 
social organization. It seems to me that the apparent conflict 
under consideration refers to the abstract and preliminary de- 
velopment of the functional organization. Until that functional 
organization is fully carried out, there is the opportunity for ex- 
ploitation of the individual; but with the full development of 
such organization we should get a higher spiritual expression in 
which the individual realizes himself in others through that 
which he does as peculiar to himself.° 


Conflict and Integration 


I have been emphasizing the continued integration of the 
social process and the psychology of the self which underlies 


6 For a discussion of pragmatism in relation to the American scene 
see “The Philosophies of Royce, James, and Dewey in their American 
Setting,” International Journal of Ethics, XL (1930), 211 ff.; for historical 
genesis of pragmatism see Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Cen- 
tury. 
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and makes possible this process. A word now as to the factors 
of conflict and disintegration. In the baseball game there are 
competing individuals who want to get into the limelight, but 
this can only be attained by playing the game. Those condi- 
tions do make a certain sort of action necessary, but inside of 
them there can be all sorts of jealously competing individuals 
who may wreck the team. There seems to be abundant oppor- 
' tunity for disorganization in the organization essential to the 
team. This is so to a much larger degree in the economic proc- 
ess. There has to be distribution, markets, mediums of ex- 
change; but within that field all kinds of competition and dis- 
organizations are possible, since there is an “I” as well as a 
“me” in every case. 

Historical conflicts start, as a rule, with a community which 
is socially pretty highly organized. Such conflicts have to arise 
between different groups where there is an attitude of hostility 
to others involved. But even here a wider social organization is 
usually the result; there is, for instance, an appearance of the 
tribe over against the clan. It is a larger, vaguer organization, 
but still it is there. This is the sort of situation we have at the 
present time; over against the potential hostility of nations to 
each other, they recognize themselves as forming some sort of 
community, as in the League of Nations. 

The fundamental socio-physiological impulses or behavior 
tendencies which are common to all human individuals, which 
lead those individuals collectively to enter or form themselves 
into organized societies or social communities, and which con- 
stitute the ultimate basis of those societies or social communi- 
ties, fall, from the social point of view, into two main classes: 
those which lead to social co-operation and those which lead to 
social antagonism among individuals. They can be described as 
those which give rise to friendly attitudes and relations and 
those which give rise to hostile attitudes and relations among the 
human individuals implicated in the social situations. We have 
used the term “social” in its broadest and strictest sense; but 
in that quite common narrower sense, in which it bears an 
ethical connotation, only the fundamental physiological human 
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impulses or behavior tendencies of the former class (those which 
are friendly, or which make for friendliness and co-operation 
among the individuals motivated by them) are “social” or lead 
to “social” conduct. Whereas those impulses or behavior tenden- 
cies of the latter class (those which are hostile or which make 
for hostility and antagonism among the individuals motivated 
by them) are “anti-social” or lead to “anti-social” conduct. Now 
it is true that the latter class of fundamental impulses or behavior 
tendencies in human beings are “anti-social” insofar as they 
would, by themselves, be destructive of all human social organi- 
zation or could not, alone, constitute the basis of any organized 
human society; yet in the broadest and strictest non-ethical sense, 
they are obviously no less social than are the former class of 
such impulses of behavior tendencies. They are equally common 
to, or universal among, all human individuals, and, if anything, 
are more easily and immediately aroused by the appropriate 
social stimuli; and as combined or fused with, and in a sense 
controlled by, the former impulses or behavior tendencies, they 
are just as basic to all human social organization as are the 
former and play a hardly less necessary and significant part in 
that social organization itself and in the determination of its 
general character. Consider, for example, from among these 
“hostile” human impulses or attitudes, the functioning or ex- 
pression or operation of those of self-protection and self-preserva- 
tion in the organization and organized activities of any given 
human society or social community, let us say, of a modern state 
or nation{ Human individuals realize or become aware of them- 
selves as such, almost more easily and readily in terms of the 
social attitudes connected or associated with these two “hostile” 
impulses (or in terms of these two impulses as expressed in these 
attitudes) than they do in terms of any other social attitudes or 
behavior tendencies as expressed by those attitudes. Within the 
social organization of a state or nation the “anti-social” effects 
of these two impulses are curbed and kept under control by the 
legal system which is one aspect of that organization; these two 
impulses are made to constitute the fundamental principles in 
terms of which the economic system, which is another aspect of 
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that organization, operates; as combined and fused with, and 
organized by means of the “friendly” human impulses—the im- 
pulses leading to social co-operation among the individuals in- 
volved in that organization—they are prevented from giving 
rise to the friction and enmity among those individuals which 
would otherwise be their natural consequence and which would 
be fatally detrimental to the existence and well-being of that 
organization; and having thus been made to enter as integral 
elements into the foundations of that organization, they are 
utilized by that organization as fundamental impulsive forces 
in its own further development, or they serve as a basis for so- 
cial progress within its relational framework. Ordinarily, their 
most obvious and concrete expression or manifestation in that 
organization lies in the attitudes of rivalry and competition 
which they generate inside the state or nation as a whole among 
different socially functional subgroups of individuals—sub- 
groups determined (and especially economically determined) by 
that organization; and these attitudes serve definite social ends 
or purposes presupposed by that organization and constitute 
the motives of functionally necessary social activities within 
that organization. But self-protective and_self-preservational 
human impulses also express or manifest themselves indirectly 
in that organization by giving rise through their association in 
that organization with the “friendly” human impulses to one 
of the primary constitutive ideals or principles or motives of 
that organization—namely, the affording of social protection 
and the lending of social assistance to the individual by the 
state in the conduct of his life; and by enhancing the efficacy, 
for the purposes of that organization, of the “friendly” human 
impulses with a sense or realization of the possibility and desir- 
ability of such organized social protection and assistance to the 
individual. Moreover, in any special circumstances in which the 
state or nation is, as a whole, confronted by some danger com- 
mon to all its individual members, they become fused with the 
“friendly” human impulses in those individuals, in such a way 
as to strengthen and intensify in those individuals the sense of 
organized social union and co-operative social interrelationship 
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among them in terms of the state; in such circumstances, so far 
from constituting forces of disintegration or destruction within 
the social organization of the state or nation, they become, in- 
directly, the principles of increased social unity, coherence, and 
co-ordination within that organization. In time of war, for ex- 
ample, the self-protective impulse in all the individual members 
of the state, is unitedly directed against their common enemy 
and ceases, for the time being, to be directed among themselves; 
the attitudes of rivalry and competition which that impulse 
ordinarily generates between the different, smaller, socially func- 
tional groups of those individuals within the state are temporari- 
ly broken down; the usual social barriers between these groups 
are likewise removed; and the state presents a united front to 
the given common danger or is fused into a single unity in 
terms of the common end shared by, or reflected in, the respec- 
tive consciousnesses of all its individual members. It is upon 
these wartime expressions of the self-protective impulse in all 
the individual members of the state or nation that the general 
efficacy of national appeals to patriotism are chiefly based. 
Further, in those social situations in which the individual self 
feels dependent for his continuation or continued existence upon 
the rest of the members of the given social group to which he 
belongs, it is true that no feeling of superiority on his part 
toward those other members of that group is necessary to his 
continuation or continued existence. But in those social situa- 
tions in which he cannot, for the time being, integrate his social 
relations with other individual selves into a common, unitary 
pattern (into the behavior pattern of the organized society 
or social community to which he belongs, the social behavior 
pattern that he reflects in his self-structure and that constitutes 
this structure), there ensues, temporarily (until he can so 
integrate his social relations with other individual selves), an 
attitude of hostility, of “latent opposition,” on his part toward 
the organized society or social community of which he is a 
member; and during that time, the given individual self must 
“call in” or rely upon the feeling of superiority toward that so- 
ciety or social community or toward its other individual mem- 
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bers in order to buoy himself up and “keep himself going” as 
such. We always present ourselves to ourselves in the most fa- 
vorable light possible; but since we all have the job of keeping 
ourselves going, it is quite necessary that if we are to keep our- 
selves going, we should thus present ourselves to ourselves. 

A highly developed and organized human society is one in 
which the individual members are interrelated in a multiplicity 
of different intricate and complicated ways whereby they all 
share a number of common social interests—interests in, or for 
the betterment of, the society—and yet, on the other hand, are 
more or less in conflict relative to numerous other interests 
which they possess only individually or else share with one 
another only in small and limited groups. Conflicts among in- 
dividuals in a highly developed and organized human society 
are not mere conflicts among their respective primitive impulses 
but are conflicts among their respective selves or personalities, 
each with its definite social structure—highly complex and or- 
ganized and unified—and each with a number of different social 
facets or aspects, a number of different sets of social attitudes 
constituting it. Thus, within such a society, conflicts arise be- 
tween different aspects or phases of the same individual self 
(conflicts leading to cases of split personality when they are ex- 
treme or violent enough to be psychopathological), as well as 
between different individual selves. And both these types of in- 
dividual conflict are settled or terminated by reconstructions of 
the particular social situations and modifications of the given 
framework of social relationships wherein they arise or occur 
in the general human social life-process. These reconstructions 
and modifications are performed, as we have said, by the 
minds of the individuals in whose experience or between whose 
selves these conflicts take place. 

Mind, as constructive or reflective or problem-solving think- 
ing, is the socially acquired means or mechanism or apparatus 
whereby the human individual solves the various problems of 
environmental adjustment which arise to confront him in the 
course of his experience and which prevent his conduct from 
proceeding harmoniously on its way until they have thus been 
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dealt with. And mind or thinking is also—as possessed by the 
individual members of human society—the means or mechanism 
or apparatus whereby social reconstruction is effected or ac- 
complished by these individuals. For it is their possession of 
minds or powers of thinking which enables individuals to turn 
back critically, as it were, upon the organized social structure of 
the society to which they belong (and from their relations to 
which their minds are in the first instance derived), and to re- 
organize or reconstruct or modify that social structure to a greater 
or less degree, as the exigencies of social evolution from time to 
time require. Any such social reconstruction, if it is to be at all 
far-reaching, presupposes a basis of common social interests 
shared by all the individual members of the given human society 
in which that reconstruction occurs, and it is shared by all the 
individuals whose minds must participate in, or whose minds 
bring about, that construction. And the way in which any such 
social reconstruction is actually effected by the minds of the indi- 
viduals involved is by a more or less abstract intellectual exten- 
sion of the boundaries of the given society to which these indi- 
viduals all belong and which is undergoing the reconstruction— 
an extension resulting in a larger social whole in terms of which 
the social conflicts that necessitate the reconstruction of the given 
society are harmonized or reconciled, and by reference to which, 
accordingly, these conflicts can be solved or eliminated." 

The changes that we make in the social order in which we are 
implicated necessarily involve our also making changes in our- 
selves. The social conflicts among the individual members of a 


? The reflexive character of self-consciousness enables the individual 
to contemplate himself as a whole; his ability to take the social attitudes 
of other individuals and also of the generalized other toward himself, 
within the given organized society of which he is a member, makes possible 
his bringing himself, as an objective whole, within his own experiential 
purview; and thus he can consciously integrate and unify the various 
aspects of his self, to form a single consistent and coherent and organized 
personality. Moreover, by the same means, he can undertake and effect 
intelligent reconstructions of that self or personality in terms of its re- 
lations to the given social order, whenever the exigencies of adaptation 
to his social environment demand such reconstructions. 
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given organized human society, which, for their removal, neces- 
sitate conscious or intelligent reconstructions and modifications of 
that society by those individuals, also and equally necessitate such 
reconstructions or modifications by those individuals of their 
own selves or personalities. Thus the relations between social re- 
construction and self or personality reconstruction are reciprocal 
and internal or organic; social reconstruction by the individual 
members of any organized human society entails self or person- 
ality reconstruction in some degree or other by each of these 
individuals, and vice versa; for, since their selves or personali- 
ties are constituted by their organized social relations to one an- 
other, they cannot reconstruct those selves or personalities with- 
out also reconstructing, to some extent, the given social order, 
which is, of course, likewise constituted by their organized social 
relations to one another. In both types of reconstruction the same 
fundamental material of organized social relations among human 
individuals is involved and is simply treated in different ways, 
or from different angles or points of view, in the two cases, re- 
spectively; or in short, social reconstruction and self or person- 
ality reconstruction are the two sides of a single process—the 
process of human social evolution. Human social progress in- 
volves the use by human individuals of their socially derived 
mechanism of self-consciousness, both in the effecting of such 
progressive social changes, and also in the development of their 
individual selves or personalities in such a way as adaptively to 
keep pace with such social reconstruction. 

Ultimately and fundamentally societies develop in complexity 
of organization only by means of the progressive achievement of 
greater and greater degrees of functional, behavioristic differ- 
entiation among the individuals who constitute them; these func- 
tional, behavioristic differentiations among the individual mem- 
bers implying or presupposing initial oppositions among them of 
individual needs and ends, oppositions which in terms of social 
organization, however, are or have been transformed into these 
differentiations or into mere specializations of socially functional 
individual behavior. 

The human social ideal—the ideal or ultimate goal of human 
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social progress—is the attainment of a universal human society 
in which all human individuals would possess a perfected social 
intelligence, such that all social meanings would each be simi- 
larly reflected in their respective individual consciousness—such 
that the meanings of any one individual’s acts or gestures (as 
realized by him and expressed in the structure of his self, through 
his ability to take the social attitudes of other individuals toward 
himself and toward their common social ends or purposes) would 
be the same whatever for any other individual who responded 
to them. 

The interlocking interdependence of human individuals upon 
one another within the given organized social life-process in 
which they are all involved is becoming more and more intricate 
and closely knit and highly organized as human social evolution 
proceeds on its course. The wide difference, for example, be- 
tween the feudal civilization of medieval times, with its relatively 
loose and disintegrated social organization, and the national civi- 
lization of modern times, with its relatively tight and integrated 
social organization (together with its trend of development to- 
ward some form of international civilization), exhibits the con- 
stant evolution of human social organization in the direction of 
greater and greater relational unity and complexity, also more 
and more closely knit interlocking and integrated unification of 
all the social relations of interdependence which constitute it and 
which hold among the individuals involved in it. 


Obstacles and Promises in the Development 
of the Ideal Society 


We have presented the self from the side of experience; 
it arises through co-operative activity; it is made possible through 
the identical reactions of the self and others. Insofar as the indi- 
vidual can call out in his own nature these organized responses 
and so take the attitude of the other toward himself, he can de- 
velop self-consciousness, a reaction of the organism to itself. On 
the other hand, we have seen that an essential moment in this 
process is the response of the individual to this reaction which 
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does contain the organized group, that which is common to all, 
that which is called the “me.” If individuals are so distinguished 
from each other that they cannot identify themselves with each 
other, if there is not a common basis, there cannot be a whole 
self present on either side. 

Such a distinction, for example, does lie between the infant 
and the human society in which he enters. He cannot have the 
whole self-consciousness of the adult; and the adult finds it difh- 
cult, to say the least, to put himself into the attitude of the child. 
That is not, however, an impossible thing, and our development 
of modern education rests on this possibility of the adult finding 
a common basis between himself and the child. Go back into 
the literature to which children were introduced in the sixteenth, 
seventeenth, and even eighteenth centuries, and you find chil- 
dren treated as little adults; the whole attitude toward them from 
the point of view of morals, as well as training, was that they 
were adults who were somewhat deficient and needed to be dis- 
ciplined in order to get them into the proper attitude. That which 
they were to learn was to be brought to them in the form in which 
an adult makes use of the knowledge. It was not until the last 
century that there was a definite undertaking on the part of those 
interested in the education of children to enter into the experi- 
ence of the child and to regard it with any respect. 

Even in the society erected on the basis of castes there are 
some common attitudes, but they are very restricted in number, 
and as they are restricted they cut down the possibility of the 
full development of the self. What is necessary under those cir- 
cumstances to get such a self is a withdrawal from that caste 
order. The medieval period in which there was a definite caste 
organization of society, with serfs, overlords, and ecclesiastical 
distinctions, presents a situation in which the attainment of mem- 
bership in the spiritual community required the withdrawal of 
the individual from the society as ordered in the caste fashion. 
Such is at least a partial explanation of the cloistered life and 
of asceticism. The same thing is revealed in other communities 
in the development of saints who withdraw from the social order 
and get back to some sort of a society in which these castes as 
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such are mediated or absent. The development of the democratic 
community implies the removal of castes as essential to the per- 
sonality of the individual; the individual is not to be what he is 
in his specific caste or group as agaist other groups, but his 
distinctions are to be distinctions of functional difference which 
put him in relationship with others instead of separating him.*® 
The caste distinction of the early warrior class was one which 
separated its members from the community. Their characters 
as soldiers differentiated them from the other members of the 
community; they were what they were because they were essen- 
tially different from others. Their activity separated them from 
the community. They even preyed upon the community which 
they were supposed to be defending and would do so inevitably 
because their activity was essentially a fighting activity. With 
the development of the national army which took place at the 
beginning of the nineteenth century, there was the possibility 
of everyone’s being a warrior, so that the man who was a fight- 
ing man was still a person who could identify himself with the 
other members of the community; he had their attitudes, and 
they had the attitude of the fighting man. Thus the normal rela- 
tionship between the fighting man and the rest of the community 
was one which bound people together, integrated the army and 
the body of the state, instead of separating them. The same pro- 


8 Insofar as specialization is normal and helpful, it increases con- 
crete social relations. Differences in occupation do not themselves build up 
castes. The caste has arisen through the importation of the outsider into 
the group, just as the animal is brought in, when through the conception 
of property he can be made useful. The element of hostility toward the 
person outside the group is essential to the development of the caste. Caste 
in India arose out of conquest. It always involves the group enemy, when 
that has been imported into the group; so that I should not myself agree 
with Cooley that hereditary transmission of differentiated occupation pro- 
duces castes. 

The caste system breaks down as the human relations become more 
concrete. . . . Slaves pass over into serfs, peasants, artisans, citizens. In 
all these stages you have an increase of relations. In the ideal condition 
separation from the point of view of caste will become social function from 
the point of view of the group. . . . Democratic consciousness is generated 
by differences of functions (1912). 
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pression is found in the other castes, such as the governing as 
against the governed, an essential difference which made it im- 
possible for the individual of that particular group to identify 
himself with the others, or the others to identify themselves with 
him. The democratic order undertakes to wipe that difference out 
and to make everyone a sovereign and everyone a subject. One 
is to be a subject to the degree that he is a sovereign. He is to 
undertake to administer rights and maintain them only insofar 
as he recognizes those rights in others. And so one might go on 
through other caste divisions. 

Ethical ideas, within any given human society, arise in the 
consciousness of the individual members of that society from 
the fact of the common social dependence of all these individuals 
upon one another (or from the fact of the common social de- 
pendence of each one of them upon that society as a whole or 
upon all the rest of them) and from their awareness or sensing 
or conscious realization of this fact. But ethical problems arise 
for individual members of any given human society whenever 
they are individually confronted with a social situation to which 
they cannot readily adjust and adapt themselves, or in which 
they cannot easily realize themselves, or with which they cannot 
immediately integrate their own behavior; and the feeling in 
them which is concomitant with their facing and solution of such 
problems (which are essentially problems of social adjustment 
and adaptation to the interests and conduct of other individuals) 
is that of self-superiority and temporary opposition to other in- 
dividuals. In the case of ethical problems, our social relation- 
ships with other individual members of the given human society 
to which we belong depend upon our opposition to them, rather 
than, as in the case of the development or formulation of ethical 
ideals, upon our unity, co-operation, and identification with them. 
Every individual must, to behave ethically, integrate himself with 
the pattern of organized social behavior which, as reflected or 
prehended in the structure of his self, makes him a self-conscious 
personality. Wrong, evil, or sinful conduct on the part of the 
individual runs counter to this pattern of organized social be- 
havior which makes him, as a self, what he is, just as right, good, 


Society 275 


or virtuous behavior accords with this pattern; and this fact is the 
basis of the profound ethical feeling of conscience—of “ought” 
and “ought not”—which we all have, in varying degrees, respect- 
ing our conduct in given social situations. The sense which the 
individual self has of his dependence upon the organized society 
or social community to which he belongs is the basis and origin, 
in short, of his sense of duty (and in general of his ethical con- 
sciousness); and ethical and unethical behavior can be defined 
essentially in social terms: the former as behavior which is so- 
cially beneficial or conducive to the well-being of society, the 
latter as behavior which is socially harmful or conducive to the 
disruption of society. From another point of view, ethical ideals 
and ethical problems may be considered in terms of the conflict 
between the social and the asocial (the impersonal and the per- 
sonal) sides or aspects of the individual self. The social or im- 
personal aspect of the self integrates it with the social group to 
which it belongs and to which it owes its existence; and this side 
of the self is characterized by the individual’s feeling of co-op- 
eration and equality with the other members of that social group. 
The asocial or personal aspect of the self (which, nevertheless, 
is also equally social, fundamentally in the sense of being so- 
cially derived or originated and of existentially involving social 
relations with other individuals, as much as the impersonal aspect 
of the self is and does), on the other hand, differentiates it from, 
or sets it in distinctive and unique opposition to, the other mem- 
bers of the social group to which it belongs; and this side of the 
self is characterized by the individual’s feeling of superiority 
toward the other members of that group. The “social” aspect of 
human society—which is simply the social aspect of the selves 
of all individual members taken collectively—with its concom- 
itant feelings on the parts of all these individuals of co-opera- 
tion and social interdependence, is the basis for the development 
and existence of ethical ideals in that society; whereas the “aso- 
cial” aspect of human society—which is simply the asocial as- 
pect of the selves of all individual members taken collectively— 
with its concomitant feelings on the parts of all these individuals 
of individuality, self-superiority to other individual selves, and 
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social independence, is responsible for the rise of ethical problems 
in that society. These two basic aspects of each single individual 
self are, of course, responsible in the same way or at the same 
time for the development of ethical ideals and the rise of ethical 
problems in the individual’s own experience as opposed to the 
experience of human society as a whole, which is obviously noth- 
ing but the sum total of the social experiences of all its individual 
members. 

Those social situations in which the individual finds it easiest 
to integrate his own behavior with the behavior of the other 
individual selves are those in which all the individual partici- 
pants are members of some one of the numerous socially func- 
tional groups of individuals (groups organized, respectively, for 
various special social ends and purposes) within the given human 
society as a whole, and in which he and they are acting in their 
respective capacities as members of this particular group. (Every 
individual member of any given human society, of course, belongs 
to a large number of such different functional groups.) On the 
other hand, those social situations in which the individual finds 
it most difficult to integrate his own behavior with the behavior 
of others are those in which he and they are acting as members, 
respectively, of two or more different socially functional groups: 
groups whose respective social purposes or interests are antago- 
nistic or conflicting or widely separated. In social situations of the 
former general type, each individual’s attitude toward the other 
individuals is essentially social; and the combination of all these 
social attitudes toward one another of the individuals represents, 
or tends to realize more or less completely, the ideal of any social 
situation respecting organization, unification, co-operation, and 
integration of the behavior of the several individuals involved. 
In any social situation of this general type, the individual realizes 
himself as such in his relation to all the other members of the 
given socially functional group and realizes his own particular 
social function in its relations to the respective functions of all 
other individuals. He takes or assumes the social attitudes of all 
these other individuals toward himself and toward one another 
and integrates himself with that situation or group by controlling 
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his own behavior or conduct accordingly, so that there is nothing 
in the least competitive or hostile in his relations with these other 
individuals. In social situations of the latter general type, on the 
other hand, each individual’s attitude toward the other individu- 
als is essentially asocial or hostile (though these attitudes are of 
course social in the fundamental non-ethical sense, and are so- 
cially derived); such situations are so complex that the various 
individuals involved in any one of them either cannot be brought 
into common social relations with one another at all or else can 
be brought into such relations only with great difficulty, after 
long and tortuous processes of mutual social adjustment. Any 
such situation lacks a common group or social interest shared 
by all the individuals. It has no single, common social end or pur- 
pose characterizing it and serving to unite and co-ordinate and 
harmoniously interrelate the actions of all those individuals; in- 
stead, those individuals are motivated, in that situation, by several 
different and more or less conflicting social interests or purposes. 
Examples of social situations of this general type are those in- 
volving interactions or relations between capital and labor, that 
is, those in which some of the individuals are acting in their 
socially functional capacity as members of the capitalistic class, 
which is one economic aspect of modern human social organiza- 
tion; whereas the other individuals are acting in their socially 
functional capacity as members of the laboring class, which is 
another (and in social interests directly opposed) economic as- 
pect of that social organization. Other examples of social situa- 
tions of this general type are those in which the individuals 
involved stand in the economic relations to each other as pro- 
ducers and consumers or as buyers and sellers and are acting in 
their respective socially functional capacities as such. But even 
the social situations of this general type (involving complex so- 
cial antagonisms and diversities of social interests among the 
individuals implicated in any one of them, and respectively lack- 
ing the co-ordinating, integrating, unifying influence of common 
social ends and motives shared by those individuals), even these 
social situations, as occurring within the general human social 
process of experience and behavior, are definite aspects of or 
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ingredients in the general relational pattern of that process as 
a whole. 

What is essential to the order of society in its fullest expres- 
sion on the basis of the theory of the self that we have been 
discussing is, then, an organization of common attitudes which 
shall be found in all individuals. It might be supposed that such 
an organization of attitudes would refer only to that abstract hu- 
man being which could be found as identical in all members of 
society, and that that which is peculiar to the personality of 
the individual would disappear. The term “personality” im- 
plies that the individual has certain common rights and values 
obtained in him and through him; but over and above that sort 
of social endowment of the individual, there is that which dis- 
tinguishes him from anybody else, makes him what he is. It is 
the most precious part of the individual. The question is whether 
that can be carried over into the social self or whether the social 
self shall simply embody those reactions which can be common 
to him in a great community. From the discussion we have given, 
we are not forced to accept the latter alternative. 

When one realizes himself, in that he distinguishes himself, 
he asserts himself over others in some peculiar situation which 
justifies him in maintaining himself against them. If he could not 
bring that peculiarity of himself into the common community, if 
it could not be recognized, if others could not take his attitude 
in some sense, he could not have appreciation in emotional terms, 
he could not be the very self he is trying to be. The author, the 
artist, must have his audience; it may be an audience that be- 
longs to posterity, but there must be an audience. One has to find 
one’s self in his own individual creation as appreciated by others; 
what the individual accomplishes must be something that is in 
itself social. So far as he is a self, he must be an organic part 
of the life of the community, and his contribution has to be some- 
thing that is social. It may be an ideal which he has discovered, 
but it has its value in the fact that it belongs to society. One may 
be somewhat ahead of his time, but that which he brings forward 
must belong to the life of the community to which he belongs. 
There is, then, a functional difference, but it must be a functional 
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difference which can be entered into in some real sense by the 
rest of the community. Of course, there are contributions which 
some make that others cannot make, and there may be contribu- 
tions which people cannot enter into; but those that go to make 
up the self are only those which can be shared. To do justice to 
the recognition of the uniqueness of an individual in social terms, 
there must be not only the differentiation which we do have in 
a highly organized society but a differentiation in which the atti- 
tudes involved can be taken by other members of the group. 

Take, for example, the labor movement. It is essential that 
the other members of the community shall be able to enter into 
the attitude of the laborer in his functions. It is the caste organi- 
zation, of course, which makes it impossible; and the develop- 
ment of the modern labor movement not only brought the situ- 
ation actually involved before the community but inevitably 
helped to break down the caste organization itself. The caste 
organization tended to separate in the selves the essential func- 
tions of the individuals so that one could not enter into the other. 
This does not, of course, shut out the possibility of some sort 
of social relationship; but any such relationship involves the pos- 
sibility of the individual’s taking the attitude of the other indi- 
viduals, and functional differentiation does not make that impos- 
sible. A member of the community is not necessarily like other 
individuals because he is able to identify himself with them. He 
may be different. There can be a common content, common ex- 
perience, without there being an identity of function. A differ- 
ence of functions does not preclude a common experience; it is 
possible for the individual to put himself in the place of the other 
although his function is different from the other. It is that sort 
of functionally differentiated personality that I wanted to refer to 
as opposed to that which is simply common to all members of 
a community. 

There is, of course, a certain common set of reactions which 
belong to all, which are not differentiated on the social side but 
which get their expression in rights, uniformities, the common 
methods of action which characterize members of different com- 
munities, manners of speech, and so on. Distinguishable from 
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those is the identity which is compatible with the difference of 
social functions of the individuals, illustrated by the capacity of 
the individual to take the part of the others whom he is affecting, 
the warrior putting himself in the place of those whom he is 
proceeding against, the teacher putting himself in the position 
of the child whom he is undertaking to instruct. That capacity 
allows for exhibiting one’s own peculiarities and at the same time 
taking the attitude of the others whom he is himself affecting. 
It is possible for the individual to develop his own peculiarities, 
that which individualizes him, and still be a member of a com- 
munity, provided that he is able to take the attitude of those 
whom he affects. Of course, the degree to which that takes place 
varies tremendously, but a certain amount of it is essential to 
citizenship in the community. 

One can say that the attainment of that functional differentia- 
ation and social participation in the full degree is a sort of ideal 
which lies before the human community. The present stage of it 
is presented in the ideal of democracy. It is often assumed that 
democracy is an order of society in which those personalities 
which are sharply differentiated will be eliminated, that every- 
thing will be ironed down to a situation where everyone will be, 
as far as possible, like everyone else. But of course that is not 
the implication of democracy: the implication of democracy is 
rather that the individual can be as highly developed as lies with- 
in the possibilities of his own inheritance and still can enter into 
the attitudes of the others whom he affects. There can still be 
leaders, and the community can rejoice in their attitudes just in- 
sofar as these superior individuals can themselves enter into the 
attitudes of the community which they undertake to lead. 

How far individuals can take the roles of other individuals 
in the community is dependent upon a number of factors. The 
community may in its size transcend the social organization, may 
go beyond the social organization which makes such identifica- 
tion possible. The most striking illustration of that is the eco- 
nomic community. This includes everybody with whom one can 
trade in any circumstances, but it represents a whole in which it 
would be next to impossible for all to enter into the attitudes of 
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the others. The ideal communities of the universal religions are 
communities which to some extent may be said to exist, but they 
imply a degree of identification which the actual organization of 
the community cannot realize. We often find the existence of 
castes in a community which make it impossible for persons to 
enter into the attitude of other people although they are actually 
affecting and are affected by these other people. The ideal of hu- 
man society is one which does bring people so closely together 
in their interrelationships, so fully develops the necessary system 
of communication, that the individuals who exercise their own 
peculiar functions can take the attitude of those whom they affect. 
The development of communication is not simply a matter of ab- 
stract ideas, but is a process of putting one’s self in the place of 
the other person’s attitude, communicating through significant 
symbols. Remember that what is essential to a significant symbol 
is that the gesture which affects others should affect the individual 
himself in the same way. It is only when the stimulus which one 
gives another arouses in himself the same or like response that 
the symbol is a significant symbol. Human communication takes 
place through such significant symbols, and the problem is one of 
organizing a community which makes this possible. If that sys- 
tem of communication could be made theoretically perfect, the 
individual would affect himself as he affects others in every way. 
That would be the ideal of communication, an ideal attained in 
logical discourse wherever it is understood. The meaning of that 
which is said is here the same to one as it is to everybody else. 
Universal discourse is then the formal ideal of communication. 
If communication can be carried through and made perfect, then 
there would exist the kind of democracy to which we have re- 
ferred, in which each individual would carry just the response 
in himself that he knows he calls out in the community. That is 
what makes communication in the significant sense the organizing 
processes in the community. It is not simply a process of trans- 
ferring abstract symbols; it is always a gesture in a social act 
which calls out in the individual himself the tendency to the same 
act that is called out in others. 

What we call the ideal of a human society is approached in 
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some sense by the economic society on the one side and by the 
universal religions on the other side, but it is not by any means 
fully realized. Those abstractions can be put together in a single 
community of the democratic type. As democracy now exists, 
there is not this development of communication so that individ- 
uals can put themselves into the attitudes of those whom they 
affect. There are a consequent leveling-down and an undue recog- 
nition of that which is not only common but identical. The ideal 
of human society cannot exist as long as it is impossible for indi- 
viduals to enter into the attitudes of those whom they are affect- 
ing in the performance of their own peculiar functions. 


— Part VII 


AUGUSTE COMTE 


THE important characteristic of Comte’s doctrine was its 
recognition of what we may term the “philosophical import” of 
scientific method. As I have indicated, the scientific method rec- 
ognized the object of knowledge in the experience of the indi- 
vidual, in that which is ordinarily termed the “fact.” If one is 
to identify the fact, he must do it in terms of his experience. It 
is, of course, true that the observer states his observation in such 
terms that it can also be made an object by others and so be 
tested by them. He tries to give it a universal form, but still he 
comes back eventually to the account which he gives of his ob- 
servation as such. 

What is not recognized in the positivistic doctrine is that the 
observation is always one that has an element of novelty in it. 
That is, it is in some sense unusual. It is observed because it is 
distinct in some way from the expected experience. One does 
not observe that which is to be expected. One notes it; one rec- 
ognizes it. We recognize what we expect, and give attention only 
to that which differs from that which is expected. If one reaches 
for a tool that he is after and it is in its expected place, or for 
a book in its place on the shelf, all he gives attention to is that 


First published in Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century, 
ed. Merritt H. Moore (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936), 
pp. 456-66). 
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the object is of the type that he expects to find. He gives as little 
attention as is necessary in order to identify it. More than this 
would mean loss of effort and time. One does not stop to examine 
the expression of his friend unless there is something unusual 
about it. He sees only enough to identify him. Ordinarily, then, 
we would not speak of an observer as one who merely recognizes. 
Observation implies careful noting of all the details of the object. 
It is true that you do not observe everything about anything. 
What one does is to observe all that enables one to assure himself 
that the object is not exactly what one expects. One reaches for a 
tool, thinking he is going to pick up a hammer, and finds it is a 
chisel; and he pays attention to find why it was that he made the 
mistake. He observes the character of a plant that misled him. His 
observation is given to that which distinguishes it from the ex- 
pected thing. These are the facts of science—those observations 
that enable us to determine characters that would not have been 
anticipated. One may also, of course, give attention to objects 
that seem quite familiar. That is what is implied. You are looking 
for something that will strike your attention as in some sense 
unusual. 

The positivistic doctrine assumes that our objects are given in 
such observation, and that is the logical weakness of positivism. 
It assumes that the world is made up, so to speak, out of facts, 
is made up out of those objects that appear in the experience of 
the scientific observer. Most objects we regard simply as they 
identify themselves. The objects of scientific observation answer 
to a detailed analysis, which implies an interest of some sort. We 
can explain this position in terms of the method to which I refer, 
by saying that the objects of science do not always have behind 
them implicit or explicit problems. In other words, science is 
really research science. Research always implies a problem. 
Where there is nothing of this sort, we are not engaged in re- 
search. There is a type of thinking which is not problematical— 
that of carrying out a habitual act, of attending a machine with 
which you are familiar, for example. That sort of concentrated 
attention is given simply to those stimuli that will enable us to 
carry out a well-formed habit. There we have concentrated atten- 
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tion, but it is not occupied with the proceedings of our re- 
search science. It is occupied in a world where one is awake 
only to the next stimulus that is necessary to carry on an activity 
that more or less runs itself. 

A further step which Comte did not recognize, because it 
belongs to a later period, is the evolutionary one which under- 
takes to see how these forms, these experiences, arise. Evolu- 
tionary doctrine started off with the life-process, and undertook 
to account for the appearance of species themselves. It carries us 
back to a world in which the nature of the object, the experi- 
ence as such, arises. Neither Comte nor John Stuart Mill, who 
would be the corresponding figure in England, ‘was influenced 
by evolutionary doctrine to any great degree. Mill was also, 
to all intents and purposes, a positivist. He, too, assumed that 
the analysis that the scientist makes of an object reveals the 
characters of things, reveals the elements of things, the parts 
of things; and if we want to know the world, we must discover 
these elements which the scientist finds. Mill, as you know, 
embodied this doctrine in his logic in which he undertook to 
state the logic of science. It is by no means an adequate account 
of scientific procedure; but his theory of induction and of the 
inductive process in science, his method of agreement and differ- 
ence, are definitely attempts to state the scientist’s procedure. 
They are really methods of distinguishing rather than of form- 
ing hypotheses. 

What I am attempting to make clear is that the positivistic 
doctrine was one which undertook to give the philosophic im- 
plications the form of scientific method. But neither Comte nor 
Mill gave a competent account of the scientist’s procedure. They 
did assume that science—what we would call “research sci- 
ence’’—was the most efficient method of knowing. They did rec- 
ognize that this type of science was one which was an advance 
over metaphysical science, while the metaphysical was a natural 
successor to theology. We have, then, in the French thought of 
this period, the reconstruction of science as presenting the form 
of the philosophic problem. 


The step which positivism represents is that of stating a 
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problem so that it is put in the form of a method rather than 
of a result. Is the method of science the method of philosophy? 
Can one make the method of science the method of philosophy? 
One great, somewhat grandiose effort to solve this problem was 
made by the Romantic idealists. Hegel, who was most complete 
in his statement, undertook to show that the method of science 
and the method of human thought in all its endeavor and the 
method of the universe were all the same, the method which he 
represented by his dialectic process. His philosophy was in one 
sense a philosophy of evolution; but the same process, the same 
method, the same logic, lay back of physical nature, back of 
moral effort, back of human history, back of all that science 
presents. It was, as I said in other connections, a grandiose under- 
taking which was a failure. Particularly, it was unable to present 
the scientific procedure within each field. It could not success- 
fully state the method of research science. This is the problem, 
then, that is presented in positivism. For positivism, metaphysics 
is past; it is gone. Just as metaphysics was supposed to have 
wiped out theology, so the positivists were presenting a method 
which could be immediately applied, and through which we could 
get rid of metaphysics. 

Comte had as vivid an interest in the relation of his phi- 
losophy to society and its values as any others of the period. He 
looked for the forms of a society of the human race whose values 
should determine the conduct of the individual. But, as far as 
the process of knowing social values was concerned, it would be 
the same as in the physical and the biological sciences. He as- 
sumed that there could be a study of society which could be un- 
dertaken in the same way as the study of the physical sciences. 
That was the most striking character of his doctrine in its im- 
mediate impact. The church had a metaphysical doctrine behind 
it. And this is no less true in this period of what we may call 
“political science,” the theory of law, of ethics, of education. 
That is, each of them had essential doctrines. The sovereignty 
of the state, in the attitude of an English community, is to be 
found in the individuals that form the republic. Sovereignty was 
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a dogma. It was that in the state which exercised absolute power. 
And the state had to be conceived of in terms of such meta- 
physical entity as that. Similarly, the family was a certain defi- 
nite entity, and the school was a certain definite entity. One 
argued from the nature of the sovereign, of the family, of the 
school, what the position of the individual under it must be. In 
each case the attitude was essentially metaphysical. What Comte 
presented was the demand for the use of positivistic method in 
the study of society. He presented sociology as a new field. What 
I want to emphasize is that we do not think of it as another 
science. We have economics, education, political science; and 
here comes sociology, another science covering the same field 
and yet claiming to be different. It has been, in very recent times, 
a great question as to whether there was any such thing as soci- 
ology. And I have seen theses presented in this university for 
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in the field of sociology upon 
the problem of whether or not there is any such thing as soci- 
ology. What is characteristic of Comte’s position is his demand 
that society and social events should be approached in the same 
fashion that the study of plants and animals and moving bodies 
are approached. He was breaking away from the metaphysical 
attitude and presenting another science, that of society. As he 
conceived of society, it inevitably includes the whole human 
race; and he thought there could be one science of it. Sociology, 
then, was the attempt to apply the method of positivism, the 
method of science, to the field of society, an attempt to displace 
what was, at that time, an essentially metaphysical approach, 
one which started off with the definition of the state, with a 
study of the processes of social changes going on in various in- 
stitutions. Comte undertook to approach human affairs in the 
way of the scientist who simply analyzes things into their ulti- 
mate elements in a positivistic fashion and then from that finds 
the laws of their behavior. But there lay in the back of Comte’s 
mind pictures of a medieval period, only he would have substi- 
tuted society for the pope. He was not freed from that. This 
other side of Comte’s doctrine is one that harks back to the 


medieval period. 
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I pointed out that early in the century, during the period of 
De Bonald and De Maistre, reactionary philosophers sought to 
go back to the church as the source of all authority, as that 
which must give an interpretation of life. Their statement, how- 
ever, was different from the medieval statement. They were par- 
ticularly impressed with the society of Europe in the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries, the period which is best represented by 
Dante. It was a period in which the world realized itself as a 
single community, in which everything could be explained by 
the doctrine of the church. There was no difficulty in the ex- 
planation, because this world was so created that man can be 
moral; and, if he can be moral, it must also be possible for him 
to be immoral. Jt is a world in which sin has a legitimate place; 
and if man sins, the punishment of sin follows. The world at 
that period was entirely comprehensible from the point of view 
of the church theology. It included everyone. Anything that hap- 
pened that was undesirable could be explained by the fact that 
God was using it to bring about the great good, including the 
good of man. The Western world was conceived of as a single 
society. It took in nearly the whole of the human race. It was 
organized through the church. The church took over the state- 
ment that St. Paul gives, you remember, of the church as the 
body of which Christ was the head. In his concept of a unified 
society everyone has his place and everything can be explained 
from the point of view of the theory of the church. It was to 
that conception of a society which was a world society, an organic 
society, and a society which answered to the immediate impulse 
of the individual that these philosophers, De Bonald and De 
Maistre, went back. 

Comte was never influenced by this account. His positions 
freed him from the dogma of the church, but he still looked to 
such a picture of the whole society of man as representing the 
idea that should be realized. The curious thing from our stand- 
point is that he should have copied to such an extent the char- 
acters of the church. His idea, too, was that society should be 
an organic whole. It must then have some organized value. What 
Comte presents, instead of welfare by the church, is the welfare 
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of the community as a whole. This community as a whole comes 
to take the place of the glory of God, which, as spoken of by 
the church, is the end of all existence. For the positivist it is not 
the glory of God but the good of mankind that is the supreme 
value. That is the supreme value in terms of which everything 
should be stated. This point of view is stated in less emotional 
form in the utilitarianism in England during the same period. 
Bentham and the Mills are, in a sense, companion figures to 
Comte. Their idea of the ideal society is one which achieves the 
greatest good of the greatest number. This welfare of the com- 
munity transcends the good of any particular individual. This 
is something all should see, and man’s attitude toward it should 
be a religious attitude. This should be recognized as the supreme 
value that determines all others. And Comte recognized that an 
emotional attitude was essential. 

John Stuart Mill said that everyone finds himself and his 
conduct constantly influenced by others. Each can retain his own 
pleasure by recognizing others in the pursuit of their pleasure. 
The individual feels continually the presence of the community 
about him forcing him to recognize the interest of others. It 
seems a skeptical account which Mill gives of the origin of 
virtue. Comte would put up the good of the community itself 
through an emotional expression which should be essentially re- 
ligious in its character. That is, men should actually worship 
the Supreme Being in the form of society. Society as an organ- 
ized whole, as that which is responsible for the individual, should 
be worshiped; and on this basis Comte undertook to set up a 
positivistic religion. Now, this religion of positivism had some 
vogue among the followers of Comte. There was a devoted group 
of this sort to be found in England. It never attained any size. 
A wag, referring to a dissension among them, said of the sessions, 
“They came to church in one cab and left in two.” It never 
became a widespread religious movement, but the undertaking 
to set up such a religion which should find the highest value in 
society and fuse that into a unity which could be worshiped was 
characteristic of Comte. He thought and looked for a society 
that could be organized in the same fashion as medieval society 
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had been by the church. And he attempted to work out in some 
detail how this sort of ordering of society would take place. He 
did not try to substitute the value of society itself for the Deity, 
but tried to take over the religious attitude toward the Deity into 
the religious attitude of members of the community toward so- 
ciety itself. 

This phase of Comte’s sociology was not a lasting one. What 
was of importance was his emphasis on the dependence of the 
individual on society, his sense of the organic character of soci- 
ety as responsible for the nature of the individual. This is what 
Comte put into a scientific form. It had already found its theo- 
logical statement, as I have said, in Paul’s account of the rela- 
tion of men in the church to parts of the body and to the church 
as the whole. That is, he conceived of the individual as determined 
by society as an organism, just as there are different organs 
which must be conceived of as dependent on the organism as a 
whole. You cannot take the eye as a separate reality by itself. 
It has meaning only in its relationship to the whole organism of 
which it is a part. So you must understand an individual in a 
society. Instead of thinking of society made up of different en- 
tities, Comte thought of it in terms of a union of all which was 
an expression of a certain social nature which determined the 
character of the individual. There are two characteristics of 
Comte: first, his recognition that society as such is a subject for 
study; and second, his conviction that we must advance from 
the study of society to the individual rather than from the indi- 
vidual to society. 


16 


COOLEY’S CONTRIBUTION TO 


AMERICAN SOCIAL THOUGHT 


“I HAVE often thought that, in endowment, Goethe was 
almost the ideal sociologist, and that one who added to the more 
common traits his comprehension, his disinterestedness and his 
sense for organic unity and movement might accomplish almost 
anything.” Cooley wrote this at almost the end of his third book, 
that on Social Process. It is indicative in a fundamental way of 
Cooley’s conception of sociology and of the sort of mind which 
Cooley brought to his writings within this field. The men from 
whom he loves to quote are Thoreau, Emerson, Luther, Thomas a 
Kempis, and Charles Darwin. The style of his writing is that of 
Emerson, that is, the organization of his thought belonged rather 
to the felt unity of the structure that his thinking illuminated 
than to any closely knit concatenation of elements which analysis 
presented to thought. And Emersonian sentences stand out from 
his pages. For example, “The severely necessary can never be 
vulgar, while only nobleness can prevent the superfluous from 
being so.” 

It becomes then of peculiar importance to identify the living 
social reality which Cooley felt and upon which his thought throws 


First published in the American Journal of Sociology, XXXV, No. 5, 
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204 PART VIII 


light. It was, indeed, the society of which he was a part and which 
he could enter by way of his own human nature. No one could be 
less self-centered than Cooley, but it was by way of the discovery 
of what went on in his own living with other people that he discov- 
ered the community with which the sociologist is concerned. His 
approach was that of objective introspection. The community that 
he discovered, so to speak from the inside, was a democracy, and 
inevitably an American democracy. I call it a discovery, for what 
anyone finds for himself and by his own way of search must be a 
discovery. Finding it in living, it was a process. Its organization 
was a manner of living. Its institutions were the habits of individ- 
uals, In a sense Cooley says the same thing in his three books, that 
is, he illuminates the same reality in different ways. 


Society, then [says Cooley] in its immediate aspect, is a relation 
among personal ideas. In order to have a society it is evidently nec- 
essary that persons should get together somewhere, and they get 
together only as personal ideas in the mind. Where else? What other 
possible locus can be assigned for the real contacts of persons, or in 
what other form can they come in contact except as impressions or 
ideas formed in this common locus? Society exists in my mind as the 
contact and reciprocal influence of certain ideas named “I,” Thomas, 
Henry, Susan, Bridget, and so on. It exists in your mind as a similar 
group, and so in every mind.} 

I do not see how any one can hold that we know persons di- 
rectly except as imaginative ideas in the mind.? 

I conclude, therefore, that the imaginations wihch people have 
of one another are the solid facts of society, and that to observe and 
interpret these must be a chief aim of sociology.® 

In saying this I hope I do not seem to question the independent 
reality of persons or to confuse it with personal ideas. The man is 
one thing and the various ideas entertained about him are another; 
but the latter, the personal idea, is the immediate social reality, the 
thing in which men exist for one another and work directly upon one 
another’s lives.* 


I Human Nature and the Social Order (New York: Charles Scrib- 
ner’s Sons, 1902), p. 119. 
2 Ibid., p. 120. 


3 Ibid., p. 121. 4 Ibid., p. 123. 
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We may view social consciousness either in a particular mind 
or as a co-operative activity of many minds. The social ideas that I 
have are closely connected with those that other people have, and act 
and react upon them to form a whole. This gives us public conscious- 
ness, or to use a more familiar term, public opinion, in the broad sense 
of a group state of mind which is more or less distinctly aware of itself. 
By this last phrase I mean such a mutual understanding of one an- 
other’s points of view on the part of the individuals or groups con- 
cerned as naturally results from discussion. . . . 

In a congenial family life, for example, there may be a public 
consciousness which brings all the important thoughts and feelings 
of members into such a living and co-operative whole. In the mind 
of each member, also, this same thing exists as a social consciousness 
embracing a vivid sense of the personal traits and modes of thought 
and feeling of the other members. And finally quite inseparable from 
all this, is one’s consciousness of himself, which is directly a reflection 
of the ideas about himself he attributes to the others, and is directly 
or indirectly altogether a product of social life. . . . 

There are, then, at least three aspects of consciousness which 
we may usefully distinguish; self-consciousness, or what I think of 
myself; social consciousness( in its individual aspect), or what I think 
of other people; and public conciousness or a collective view of the 
foregoing as organized in a communicative group. And all three are 
phases of a single whole.® 


From these passages I think we may form a definite conception 
of Cooley’s doctrine of society. It is an affair of consciousness, and 
a consciousness that is necessarily social. One’s consciousness of 
himself is directly a reflection of the ideas about himself which he 
attributes to the others. Others exist in his imagination of them, 
and only there do they affect him, and only in the imaginations 
which others have of him does he affect them. These ideas differ 
from each other as they exist in the conscious experience of dif- 
ferent people, but they also have cores of identical content, which 
in public consciousness act uniformly. This identity Cooley in- 
sists upon. It is as real as the differences. But its locus is found 
in the experience of the individuals. Furthermore its organization 


5 Social Organization (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1909), 
p. 10. 
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is that of the functional relations of the different members of the 
society, and its unity is that of organization, not that of a com- 
mon stuff. As stuff it is psychical and as such the experience of 
different individuals. The advantage of this approach has been 
very considerable in the development of Cooley’s social doctrine. 
The “other” lies in the same field as that of the “self.” It can 
be recognized as quite as immediate as the self. The stream of 
consciousness is the carrier of both—the self and its society— 
and each can be seen to be dependent upon the other for its 
evolution in experience. The semimetaphysical problems of the 
individual and society, of egotism and altruism, of freedom and 
determinism, either disappear or remain in the form of dif- 
ferent phases in the organization of a consciousness that is funda- 
mentally social. 

The self is no longer a Cartesian presupposition of conscious- 
ness. In conduct it is a precipitate about a fundamental impulse or 
instinct of appropriation and power, while the primary content ap- 
pears as a feeling or sentiment, the self-feeling which defies further 
analysis. Here Cooley follows James very closely. Its development 
is wholly dependent upon another or others who are necessarily as 
immediate as the self. Being a resultant in experience, those ob- 
jects, through relationship to which it emerges, cannot be de- 
pendent upon it for their existence in experience. The other 
cannot appear first as an experience of my own self, if my own 
self appears through the reaction of the individual to others. “A 
self-idea of this sort seems to have three principal elements: the 
imagination of our appearance to the other person; the imagina- 
tion of his judgment of that appearance, and some sort of self- 
feeling, such as pride or mortification.”® But the. imagination 
cannot exist in experience as the imagination of a self, but must 
exist as an imagination within which both self and the other have 
their origin and development. Cooley thus leaves the “person” 
or the “‘man” as metaphysically antecedent to the self and the 
others. This problem is not, however, Cooley’s problem. He is 
undertaking to locate and define the “solid facts of society,” to 
observe and interpret which must be the chief aim of sociology. 


6 Human Nature and the Social Order, p. 184. 
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Ignoring the philosophical problem does give him elbowroom. 
On the one hand, the organic nature of society Cooley recognizes 
and emphasizes, and he can present it as the physical outside, so 
to speak, of the social consciousness which he regards as psychical, 
as the organization of personal ideas, which can get together 
only in the mind, it should be said in the minds of persons or 
men. If one were to push the analogy, there should be a public 
consciousness which is the psychical counterpart of the social 
organism. 

But Cooley draws back from such a departure from direct ex- 
perience. Public consciousness is the expression of communica- 
tion, discussion, and resides in the common ideas of persons, and 
in their organization. On the other hand, Cooley can regard the 
relations of selves and others in this society in terms of mental 
processes. Ideas have definition and reality only in their rela- 
tionship to other ideas. If selves and others are ideas in people’s 
minds, then the relation of the individual to society is as little 
a problem as is the relation of any idea to the group of ideas that 
define it. Furthermore, the goods or values that attach to any 
idea can only be defined in terms of the values that belong to 
the whole ideal structure to which the idea belongs. The beauty 
that belongs to your presentation of an arm of a statue could 
not possibly be stated apart from that of the beauty of the whole 
figure. The values that are the expression of an economist’s 
theory of production cannot be presented except in terms of 
consumption. In the same fashion, if an individual consists of the 
ideas in his mind which he imagines that others entertain of him, 
and if the others exist as members of society as the ideas which 
he entertains in his imagination, it is evident that they will have 
common goods insofar as they are organized in his imagination 
into some social whole, such as a family. 


That which distinguishes Luther from the vulgarly ambitious 
and aggressive people we know is not the quality of his self-feeling, 
but the fact that it was identified in his imagination and endeavors 
with sentiments and purposes that we look upon as noble, progressive, 
and right. No one could be more ambitious than he was, or more de- 
termined to secure the social aggrandizement of his self; but in his case 
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the self for which he was ambitious and resentful consisted largely 
of certain convictions regarding justification by faith, the sacrilege of 
the sale of indulgences, and, more generally, of an enfranchising spirit 
and mode of thought fit to awaken and lead the aspirations of the 
time.* 

In the mind this identification of the values of the individual and 
of the society he imagines is complete. In defining the selfish man 
Cooley says, “There is some essential narrowing or vulgarity of 
imagination which prevents him from grasping what we feel to 
be the true social situation, and having the sentiments which 
should respond to it.””® 


If you fix your attention on the individual phase of things and 
see life as a theatre of personal action, then the corresponding ideas 
of private will, responsibility, praise and blame rise before you; if 
you regard its total aspect you see tendency, evolution, law, and im- 
personal grandeur. Each of these is a half truth needed to be completed 
by the other; the larger truth, including both, being that life is an 
organic whole, presenting itself with equal reality in individual and 
general aspects.° 


The fact for Cooley is that these social ideas and their organiza- 
tion are not presentations of a reality lying outside but the “solid 
facts of society.” The metaphysical question as to the freedom 
of will of the individual apart from the social situation that exists 
in his imagination has no sociological meaning. So the data of 
the scientist’s problem as they lie in his mind cannot compel 
him to present the hypothesis which his imagination evolves. He 
is free over against the problem. Whether his mind, dependent 
upon a nervous system, is compelled to think as it does in form- 
ing his hypothesis by physical and chemical causes has no bearing 
upon the absence of compulsion in his statement of the problem. 


Mind is an organic whole made up of co-operating individual- 
ities, in somewhat the same way that the music of an orchestra is 
made up of divergent but related sounds. . .. When we study the social 


7 Ibid., p. 212. 
8 Ibid., p. 214. 
9 Social Organization, p. 20. 
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mind, we merely fix our attention on larger aspects and relations rather 


than on the narrower ones of ordinary psychology.’° 

By communication is here meant the mechanism through which 
human relations exist and develop—all the symbols of mind, together 
with the means of conveying them through space and preserving them 
in time. . . . All these taken together, in the intricacy of their actual 
combination, make up an organic whole corresponding to the organic 
whole of human thought; and everything in the way of mental growth 
has an external existence therein. The more closely we consider this 
mechanism the more intimate will appear its relation to the inner life 
of mankind, and nothing will more help us to understand the latter 
than such consideration. ... Without communication the mind does not 
develop a true human nature, but remains in an abnormal and non- 
descript state neither human nor properly brutal.1? 


In these passages is presented Cooley’s conception of the rela- 
tion of social mind to the organic structure and process of society. 
It is a structure and process which is particularly found in the 
vehicles of communication, that is, everything that interrelates 
the conduct of members of society, and which become therefore 
symbols in their minds. The structure and process are external, 
but they are the structure and process of a living reality, where 
interrelationships make possible the social mind in the individuals. 
Just as the conscious processes of the mind of “ordinary psy- 
chology” correspond to the living processes of the physiological 
individual, so the social processes of the mind answer to the 
living processes of society. However, there is an essential dif- 
ference between the two. Our physical and biological observation 
presents us with the objects that make up society and its mecha- 
nisms, which can be stated and defined without recourse to a 
living social process. It is in fact necessary to endue these 
physiological and physical objects with the meanings which, for 
Cooley, reside in the mind before life can be breathed into the 
social organism. I will recur to this later, but it is of first im- 
portance to recognize the value for social psychology which flows 
from Cooley’s finding of the solid facts of sociology in the mind. 

It can be most sharply stated in Cooley’s recognition that the 


10 Ibid., p. 7. ll Ibid., pp. 61-62. 
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self is not an immediate character of the mind but arises through 
the imagination of the ideas which others entertain of the indi- 
vidual, which has as its counterpart the organization of our 
ideas of others into their selves. It is out of this bi-polar process 
that social individuals appear. We do not discover others as indi- 
viduals like ourselves. The mind is not first individual and then 
social. The mind itself in the individual arises through communi- 
cation. This places Cooley’s doctrine in advance of Baldwin’s 
and Tarde’s and even of James’s. Tarde looked for a psychological 
mechanism which determined the individual through the atti- 
tudes and manners of the community, and found this in imitation. 
As a mechanism, imitation proves hopelessly inadequate. It be- 
comes simply a covering term for the likeness of the characters 
of the individual and of the group. Baldwin sought to work out, 
in a so-called circular reaction that reinstated the favored im- 
pulse, a possible psychological mechanism, but without success. 
While James recognized early the influence of the social en- 
vironment upon the individual in the formation of the person- 
ality, his psychological contribution to the social character of 
the self was rather in showing the spread of the self over its social 
environment than in the structure of thd self through social inter- 
actions. The superiority of Cooley’s positign lies in his freedom to 
find in consciousness a social process going on, within which the 
self and the others arise. By placing both phases of this social 
process in the same consciousness, by regarding the self as the 
ideas entertained by others of the self, and the other as the ideas 
entertained of him by the self, the action of the others upon the 
self and of the self upon the others becomes simply the inter- 
action of ideas upon each other within mind. In this process the 
oppositions as well as the accords can be recognized and both 
can be placed upon the same plane. 

It is then to a process of social growth and integration, ex- 
hibited both in the individual consciousness and in society, that 
Cooley directs attention. The forming influence of the group 
takes place through the ideas which are aroused in mind, and 
these ideas are not primarily ideas that belong to a self. This 
study of the social growth of the self and the others Cooley 
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carried out in the observation of his own children, and it was 
the same process which he could trace in the relation of the 
individual and society. It was the same social process that was 
going on, looked at now from the inside and now from the out- 
side. Rivalries and conformity operating on the same level could 
be stated in terms of the interaction of ideas and in terms of 
social forces. It was Cooley’s firm belief that the process was the 
same—the growth or decay of the social organism. He was pe- 
culiarly successful in analyzing the phase of social degeneration. 
He could show that unheathful social conditions reflected them- 
selves in degenerate selves, and he could indicate the responsi- 
bility of the environment for the degeneration, at the same time 
recognizing the responsibility that belong to the self. He could 
study traits of character as they appeared in the personality and 
as they appeared in the social forces which these personalities 
embodied. He could exhibit the social habits within consciousness 
and in the institutions of the community. He could present the 
culture of the community as it informed and refined the mind of 
the individual and as it existed in the literature, art, and history 
of the nations. In general, just as Cooley, following a psycho- 
physical psychology, recognized the same life-process exhibiting 
itself in the sensitivity and motor process of the organism and 
in the consciousness of the organism, so he could relate the social 
consicousness of the same individual to the social organism to 
which it belonged. The social process was the same. It was viewed 
simply from two different standpoints, from without and from 
within. Such a view would have been impossible if all experience 
is lodged in a pre-existent self that must reach other selves 
through conscious or subconscious inference, and if the influence 
which selves exercise upon each other must take place through 
mechanisms which operate through the physiological and psycho- 
logical apparatus of “ordinary psychology.” These presupposed 
an individual that is in its experience pre-existent, and attains 
acquainiance with other objects through its inner experience. 
Tarde and Baldwin were after all operating with such psycho- 
logical mechanisms. A self that can reach other selves only 
through the interpretation of states of consciousness that are 
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primarily states of itself, can never be primarily a social self, no 
matter how social the group may be within which as a living 
organism it has its being. The question then arises whether the 
consciousness that belongs to Cooley’s “person” or “man’’ with- 
in which the self and the other arise can serve as the inside of 
the social process of which the life of society is the outside. I 
am not raising a metaphysical question. The question is whether 
the “solid facts of society” can be found in such a consciousness. 
I think that Cooley was Emersonian in finding the individual self 
in an overself, but he does not depend upon such a doctrine 
for his sociology. He comes back to what he calls “ordinary 
psychology” for his interpretation of what goes on in the mind. 

I have already indicated a serious difficulty that arises if we 
carry over the method of psychophysical parallelism into social 
psychology, accepting Cooley’s interpretation of psychophysical 
parallelism. His interpretation is that consciousness is an inside 
experience of the life of the external organism. In ordinary psy- 
chology this sets up a parallelism between sensations, percepts, 
emotions, volitions, and so forth, and physiological processes; 
and Cooley seems to be committed to this ordinary psychology. 
This implies that we can give a scientific account of the physio- 
logical process without introducing the parallel states of con- 
sciousness. But for Cooley selves and others lie inside of the 
consciousness of ordinary psychology, and yet they also are the 
“solid facts” of sociology, that is, they are the field of the ex- 
ternal social organism. Now, I have no interest in pressing a point 
of logical or terminological conflict. Cooley has in a sense met 
such a criticism by his assurance that his parallelism connotes 
an outside and an inside view of the same reality, not a parallelism 
between states or processes in two different realms of meta- 
physical being. The only pertinent question is whether he suc- 
ceeds in presenting adequately the “solid facts of society” by 
means of his apparatus of social psychology. 

In the first place it follows from Cooley’s lodging of the self 
and the others in consciousness, while he accepts the parallelism 
of ordinary psychology, that he cannot and does not wish to 
identify the self with the physical organism. Now, while Cooley 
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slips out of this segregation of the animal organism from social 
and so moral experience by merging the life-process and the 
social process in a universal onward evolution in which he had 
a profound faith, the actual effect was to take the mental organi- 
zation of society as it lay in his own liberal and wholesome view 
as the standard by which primitive impulses must be tested. 
What impresses one in reading his chapter “The Social Aspects 
of Conscience,” in Human Nature and the Social Order, is that 
it is an admirable ethical treatise rather than a scientific analysis 
of the situation within which lie moral judgments and the whole 
apparatus of impulses. The healthful social order is mental, not 
in the sense that there have appeared there the intellectual 
processes of reflection, but in the sense of a developing culture 
which carries all the values of society which are the standards and 
tests of social theory and conduct. Such a culture has a locus in 
minds. It is not true that Cooley conceived of the best culture of 
his time as the final culture of mankind. He recognized that it is 
in a constant process of evolution, but it was true that Cooley 
was prescribing for society insofar as it was sick in terms of 
processes and standards that were for the time being established 
in minds, which could be distinguished from what was merely 
physical, animal, and brutal. He did not feel it to be his primary 
task to state the whole of human behavior in scientific terms 
which would be equally applicable to primitive impulses and to 
the so-called higher processes and cultural expressions. It fol- 
lowed that the beginnings of behavioristic and Freudian psy- 
chology did not attract him or suggest new avenues of approach. 

In the second place, the problem of the application of scien- 
tific method to the study of society did not interest him. The 
importance of statistical methods he recognized, and those of 
community surveys, but the question as to the form in which 
experience could be stated so as to be amenable to exact definition 
and formulation seemed to him unimportant. He rejected the 
economic interpretation of history, and presented his organic 
view of history in which all factors must be recognized as phases 
of a unitary life-process whose primary category was that of 
growth. In this sense, evolution was for Cooley the conception 
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that brought society within the realm of science, but evolution 
was for him a philosophy and a faith rather than a method. He 
made use of primitive society to illustrate his striking conception 
of primary groups and their face-to-face association and co- 
operation, but he made no attempt after the fashion of the French 
school to analyze primitive mind, nor did he undertake to under- 
stand human society through its development from its earlier 
forms. His method was that of an introspection which recognized 
the mind as the locus of the selves that act upon each other, 
but the methodological problem of the objectification of this 
mind he pushed aside as metaphysical. His method was there- 
fore psychological. For him society was a psychical whole.” 

The question that this method presents is this: Does Cooley’s 
psychological account of the self lying in the mind serve as an 
adequate account of the social individual in the objective life of 
society? The crucial point, I think, is found in Cooley’s assump- 
tion that the form which the self takes in the experience of the 
individual is that of the imaginative ideas which he finds in his 
mind that others have of him. And the others are the imaginative 
ideas which he entertains of them. Now we do make a distinction 
between selves—our own and those of others—and our ideas of 
ourselves and of others, and we assume that these selves and our 
ideas of them exist in our experience. Our ideas of others and of 
our own selves are frequently mistaken, while we assume that 
the real selves were there in experience: We correct our errors and 
reach the genuine personalities which were there all the time. 
The stuff of these selves social psychologists have found in im- 
pulses, fundamental wishes, and the like, especially as these ap- 
pear in crises in social experience. The question which Cooley’s 
approach raises is whether the form of a self belongs to this level 
of human experience, or whether this is reached only in the imagi- 
nation or idea of the other and of the self. Are selves psychical, or 
do they belong to an objective phase of experience which we set 
off against a psychical phase? | think it can be shown that selves 
do belong to that objective experience, which, for example, we 
use to test all scientific hypotheses, and which we distinguish 
2 ‘Ibid., p. 31. 
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from our imaginations and our ideas, that is, from what we 
term psychical. The evidence for this is found in the fact that the 
human organism, in advance of the psychical experiences to which 
Cooley refers, assumes the attitude of another which it addresses 
by vocal gesture, and in this attitude addresses itself, thus giving 
rise to its own self and to the other.’* In the process of communi- 
cation there appears a social world of selves standing on the 
same level of immediate reality as that of the physical world 
that surrounds us. It is out of this social world that the inner 
experiences arise which we term psychical, and they serve largely 
in interpretation of this social worid as psychical sensations and 
percepts serve to interpret the physical objects of our environ- 
ment. If this is true, social groups are not psychical but are im- 
mediately given, though inner experiences are essential for their 
interpretation. The locus of society is not in the mind, in the 
sense in which Cooley uses the term, and the approach to it is 
not by introspection, though what goes on in the inner forum of 
our experience is essential to meaningful communication. 
Whether this account of the appearance of selves be correct or 
not, it is evident that the acceptance by the sociologist of a so- 
ciety of selves in advance of inner experiences opens the door to 
an analysis which is behavioristic. I refer to such analyses as 
those of W. I. Thomas, Park and Burgess, and Faris. In many 
respects Cooley’s analyses are of this type, but they always presup- 
pose a certain normal social order and process as given. It is the 
organization and process which his introspection revealed. One 
misses perhaps the neutral attitude of the scientist, and one feels 
that the door is closed to a more profound analysis. In other 
words, Cooley did not find selves and society arising in primitive 
processes of communication, so that he could grasp their reality 
in early human behavior. He felt that he grasped this reality 
when he found them within what was for him the normal social 
process. His sociology was in a sense an account of the American 
community to which he belonged, and pre-supposed its normal 
healthful process. This process was that of the primary group 


13 G. H. Mead, “The Genesis of Self and Social] Control,” Interna- 
tional Journal of Ethics, Vol. XXXV, No. 3 (1925). 
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with its face-to-face organization and co-operation. Given the 
process, its healthful growth and its degenerations could be 
identified and described. Institutions and valuations were 1m- 
plicit within it. The gospel of Jesus and democracy were of the 
essence of it, and more fundamentally still it was the life of the 
spirit. Cooley never sought for the reality of this in the dim be- 
ginnings of human behavior. 

If we can carry back the social behavior within which selves 
and others arise to a situation that antedates the appearance of 
the psychical as distinguished from an outer world, it will be to 
this primitive behavior that we can trace back the origins of the 
social patterns which are responsible not only for the structure 
of society but also for the criticism of that structure and for its 
evolution. The social pattern is always larger than the group that 
it makes possible. It includes the enemy and the guest and the 
morale of behavior toward him. Its mechanism of communica- 
tion carries with it the possibility of conversation with others 
who are not members of the group. It has in it the implication 
of the logical universe of discourse. If symbolization can be 
stated in terms of the behavior of primitive communication, 
then every distinctively human being belongs to a possibly larger 
society than that within which he actually finds himself. It is 
this, indeed, which is implied in the rational character of the 
human animal. And these larger patterns afford a basis for the 
criticism of existing conditions and in ‘an even unconscious way 
tend to realize themselves in social conduct. For social theory 
a great deal hinges upon the answer to the question whether 
society is itself psychical or whether the form of the psychical 
is a sort of communication which arises within primitive human 
behavior. Do the self and others lie within mind, or is mind itself, 
as psychical, a phase of experience that is an outgrowth of primi- 
tive human communication? Whether the question is stated in 
this form or not, it is evident that a great deal of recent social 
psychology has been occupied with an analysis of selves and 
their minds into more primitive forms of behavior. To this type 
of analysis Cooley’s assumption of the psychical nature of society 
closes the door. And it commits him to a conception of society 
which is mental rather than scientific. 
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But I am unwilling to conclude a discussion of Cooley’s social 
psychology upon a note of criticism. His successful establishment 
of the self and the others upon the same plane of reality in expe- 
rience and his impressive study of society as the outgrowth of the 
association and co-operation of the primary group in its face-to- 
face organization are positive accomplishments for which we are 
profoundly indebted to his insight and constructive thought. 


Il 


HENRI BERGSON 


In piscussine the relationship of mind and body in Berg- 
son’s doctrine we have seen that the center of reality is to be found 
in the psychical experience, as he indicates in the use of the term 
“image.” These images answer in one sense to the impressions 
and ideas of the empirical school. For Bergson the center of 
reality is the psychical experience which is revealed in intuition, 
as distinct from conceptual knowledge and also as distinct from 
the organism of the spatial world. For Bergson the category of 
time, as he conceives time, is closer to reality than that of space. 
The time to which he refers is duration, duré, that which appears 
in the inner experience, that within which there can be different 
types of interpenetration. This he puts in sharp contrast with 
the spatial world, which is external, which is the state of quan- 
tity, while the inner experience is the state of quality, which 
is a matter of extensive magnitude against intensive magnitude. 
He refuses to recognize that this intensive magnitude can be 
dealt with from the point of view of extensive magnitude. In Berg- 
son’s mind, concepts involve the same sort of externality which 
he criticized in the attempts to state our inner experience in 
terms of external stimulation. When we think of things in terms 


First published in Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century, 
ed. Merritt H. Moore (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936), pp. 
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of concepts with the sharp differences of which they are capable, 
separating one from another, we are doing the same sort of 
injustice to reality as that to which | just referred in the rela- 
tion of an extensive stimulation or an extensive physiological 
response in its relationship to the inner experience. Bergson 
does not say that a concept is a spatial event, but he says that 
it has just the same character of externality. Concepts are ex- 
clusive of each other, and that exclusiveness is almost externality. 
What Bergson finds in the world, especially in the biological 
world, is a creative process which grows out of that which has 
taken place but which is not itself given in that which has come 
before. Duration is always the happening of that which is novel. 
If you get a spatial statement of time, you get that which has 
no succession in it, at least no duration in it. Duration involves 
the appearance of something that was not present before. 

The account which Bergson gives of this world, as against 
what he speaks of as a “distortion of reality,” is in terms of the 
characters in which the organism, the mind, puts its experience. 
He assumes that the nature of the individual fixes the world, and 
fixes it in terms of the uniformities of an individual’s past ex- 
perience in order that he may utilize it. The mind selects out 
certain characters of experience on which it can depend, on 
which its past experience indicates it can depend, and states a 
world in these fixed forms. It is a pragmatic sort of procedure, a 
selection of characters which are relatively permanent and a 
statement of these in the interest of the solution of problems. 
The externalized world is, therefore, a fixing, a freezing, of 
reality in terms of certain uniformities that are applied to the 
world as if they dominated and expressed that reality. The 
mind, then, is that which within itself is psychical, and which 
fixes its own universe and its own organism for the purposes of 
conduct. The great instrument for this purpose is the central 
nervous system. 

Bergson passes on from this sort of a statement which is in 
psychical terms over to a statement in biological terms in the 
notion of a creative evolution. Reality, insofar as it is living, is 
that which advances, that which changes in its own nature, that 
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whose nature it is to change. In Bergson’s sense, motion is some- 
thing that goes on in the nature of the thing that is moving. It 
is not a mere change of position. It does not change that which is 
itself moving. Life is a change in the very nature of that which 
lives. Insofar as we are living beings, we are not at any second 
what we were the second before. If we undertake to state life in 
terms of a permanent content, we have taken the whole meaning 
out of life as life. There is a physical, chemical statement avail- 
able, but it is applied to inanimate things. It cannot be made 
into a statement of life, for our conduct is from one reality to 
another in which that reality is always changing. That, Berg- 
son says, identifies life with this inner nature which our intui- 
tion reveals to us. Life is in that sense a sort of mind. It has 
the same relationship to its environment as mind has to its 
world and physical organism. It is selecting, it is petrifying its 
world in spatial terms in the same fashion that mind does. In an 
account of the process of evolution he gives this statement of 
an onward move that is creation, that is constantly changing, 
producing that which was not there before, changing itself but 
doing it by means of the physical world. This picture we must 
get from the outside, from what biology presents. But we inter- 
pret the form from within, for reality lies in our own experi- 
ence. In our own experience we are cutting things up into ho- 
mogeneous elements. That is, we want to have the same science 
for tomorrow that we have today. We do not wish to have to re- 
member in detail. Therefore, we fix our world and become fa- 
miliar with it. 

Evolution is a process of constructing a world that is exactly 
parallel, in Bergson’s sense, to our perception of it. Selection is 
going on. Processes are continued; and in this selection that 
which is novel is happening, making duration possible. That 
takes place in our conduct too. Now, Bergson brings this over 
into a grand evolution in the development of life-processes. Life- 
forms in this fashion do just what we do in sense perception. 
They mobilize themselves. They maintain themselves by means 
of skeletons they develop, by sense organs which are produced 
by their environment, which bound it and analyze it into ele- 
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ments which can be regarded as relatively permanent. The or- 
ganism does this sort of thing just as our perception builds up 
its field of perception and its objects. But this very world im- 
presses life in just the way that habit impresses our own action. 
Man becomes the slave of his habits, of the exoskeletons which 
cover us. We can only see what we have habituated ourselves 
to see. We live in the world which is cut out by our past habits. 
This situation is presented from the Bergsonian standpoint on 
the side of evolution in its relation to an environment of organ- 
isms which have picked out that which they can eat, that which 
they can reach by their method of procreation, that by means 
of which they can avoid this danger and that. The organism has 
fixed itself, and it cannot go ahead. The man who is getting 
on in years loses the vital spark. Health is gone; he has nothing 
left but the fixed habits of life; he can see nothing but that which 
he has selected in his conduct; he has impressed himself, and 
there is no further advance for him; he can no longer be in a 
field of creation. 

What I want to leave with you is a clue for the comprehension 
of Bergson’s conception of the world—the parallelism of the per- 
ceptual process and the living process with this metaphysical 
assumption of process which he never fully worked out. He does 
not show us in any detail how the method does actually get 
stereotyped, nor does he show how life stereotypes its world. 
He appeals to the process of perception and refers us to that 
sort of intuition which is so difficult to get, and assumes that the 
same thing is taking place in the external world that is taking 
place from the standpoint of our inner perception. It is that to 
which he refers, as I have said. 

Here, then, we have Bergson’s solution of the problem he 
took over from Boutroux and Renouvier—the problem of free- 
dom. If one accepts his statement, he has more than solved it. 
The only reality is this duration in which that which is novel 
is continually coming into being. Bergson’s problem can be 
presented in this way. It is true that you can never previse 
what is going to happen. There is always a difference in what 
takes place and what has existed in the past. You cannot deter- 
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mine what you are going to be later. But the question is now: 
What is the relationship of means to ends? We are constantly 
stating the means. Bergson is correct in his position that, if we 
state an end in the form in which it is going to be realized, or 
if we state it in such form that we must stick to the account 
that we give of it, then we distort the thing. There is a story of 
James and Royce, who were out sight-seeing in a city. Royce 
had information of where they were going and told James what 
car they would take so that in the end they would get to such 
and such a place. They got to a junction where they had to 
change cars. James got on the wrong car. Royce corrected him, 
telling him he was on the wrong car, that the car he was on went 
to another point. “Yes,” said James, “that is where I wanted to 
go.” There he puts in acute form the present problem. Can we 
state the end of our own conduct and the end of creation; can it 
be stated in exact, definite form if the world is something that is 
moving on from that which is to that which is not? If that is the 
nature of reality, can the end toward which movement is to take 
place be stated in a conceptual form? Certainly we can say that 
it cannot be stated at any given time. 

What Bergson overlooks in his treatment of science is that 
science does not undertake to make such a statement. It is 
continually presenting hypotheses of the world as it is, but sci- 
ence is a research affair and goes forward on the basis of the fact 
not only that the world will be intelligent but that it will always 
be different from any statement that science can give of it. That 
is, we are looking for an opportunity to restate any statement 
which we can give of the world. That is the implication of 
our research science. But that does not mean that we cannot 
think in conceptual terms. It means that we are always re- 
stating our restatement of the world. The same is true of our 
own ends and process in life. If a person could state to him- 
self everything that is going to happen, his life would be un- 
bearable. Life is a happening; things take place; the novel 
arises; and our intelligence shows itself in solving problems. 
But the solution of problems is by means of a definite con- 
ceptual procedure. The collapse of absolute idealism lies in the 
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fact that everything is all accomplished in the Absolute. All 
that is to take place has already taken place in the Absolute. 
But our life is an adventure. And we can be intelligent in 
stating at every point the form which our conduct should take. 
We show our intelligence by giving as elaborate a statement 
of the world as we can. The realization of emergence in phi- 
losophy, the large acceptance of pluralism which you see, is 
involved in the assumption that the novel can appear by say- 
ing it is an enlarging of our finite imperfect experience. But 
there can be nothing novel in an Absolute. You can have a proc- 
ess of an infinite type, but it is one in which all the movements 
are determined. You can have contradictions, but they are al- 
ways overcome. You have that which goes on; but it is going on 
in eternity, in an infinity in which the result is obtained already, 
but in which it does not appear. 

It is this element that Bergson insists is involved in passage. 
That other statement is of a conception of the reality of the 
world in which everything is fixed in advance. It is its accept- 
ance which Bergson is fighting. When you state reality in terms 
of a mechanism, it is an academic statement of nature. When 
you undertake to state your ends and problems, you fix and 
stereotype it. You stop advancing. Does that mean you cannot 
use the intelligence that enables you to get hold of means of 
stating the ends toward which you are moving? If this is true, 
Bergson’s doctrine is correct, and we must draw away our in- 
tellectual control of life and give ourselves up to our impulses. 
But if you can state your end in terms of your means, with a 
definite recognition that that statement is one which you are 
going to change, that your life is a process of adaptation, you 
can have the full reign of intellectual life and the control that it 
gives and still not stereotype your experience. 

That brings out the problem which Bergson presented in 
his philosophy. The problem is that involved in the opposition, 
if you like, the antimony, between a conceptualized statement 
of that which is going to take place, of that which we are 
going to do, and of that which does arise, that which we do 
do, that which takes place in nature. Is there any real duration? 
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If there is, there is that in which the novel is appearing. We are 
passing on constantly to that which is new, and our concep- 
tual statement is in terms of the situation in which we find 
ourselves. How can we state that which is not? That is the 
Bergsonian problem in its simplest form. I have tried to present 
it as it appears in perception, as it appears in mechanical science, 
in evolution, and in terms of social progress. We are moving on, 
in the very nature of the case, in a process in which the past is 
moving into the present and into the future. Can we use our 
intellects to get hold of and direct this movement? Bergson 
says that we cannot, because in the nature of the case that to- 
ward which we are going is not here yet and, if you do not have 
knowledge of the end to which you are going, you cannot travel 
toward it intellectually. You must depend on the wind blowing 
behind you. You cannot reach it by conceptual means. But 
there is another statement which can be made over against this: 
that the man who is finding his way toward a goal which he can- 
not state can make a tentative plan as he goes along; and then 
he can make that better, more accurate, more complete. But he 
has got to be in the attitude of continually reconstructing it and 
restating it. We do not know what the end of society should be, 
but we are sure that disease and misery in its various forms 
should be gotten rid of. How we are going to get rid of disease 
we do not know. How the values that have rested in it in the 
past, the care for the sick, and so on, fit in with the conception of 
a place where there will be no suffering we do not know. But we 
are stating in our conceptual way what the end is to be, and then 
we test our steps and restate it. What Bergson denies is the 
possibility of advancing by a set of hypotheses which are being 
continually reconstructed if they do not hold—hypotheses 
which are confessedly hypothetical. We have only the state- 
ment which we can give at the time, hypotheses which are open 
to unexpected happenings and which are ready for reconstruc- 
tion, hypotheses that belong to a world in which things are going 
on, in which there is duration. What Bergson says is that this 
sort of intelligent control of our conduct and intelligent control 
over our comprehension of and appreciation of nature in the di- 
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rection of the movements in society is impossible. He refuses 
that because any statement that is made at this time would be 
an absurd statement of what is going to be later. If we had to 
conduct the world by the hypotheses of the seventeenth cen- 
tury, we would not get along. They undertook to state the 
world as they gave it in conceptual terms. But that did not in- 
terfere with a continued restatement of them. The scientist is 
always ready to reconstruct, and it is by means of such refined 
statement that he gets ahead. If, of course, science had under- 
taken to give infallibility to any statement that it had and re- 
fused to reconstruct that statement, it would have been in a 
prison. But a restatement at every point possible is what science 
wants. Thus, Bergson’s attack upon science represents a mis- 
conception of its method and ideal. His flight to irrationalism 
is unnecessary. 


Part Ix 


HISTORY AND THE 


EXPERIMENTAL METHOD 


History has enrolled itself among the sciences that make 
use of the experimental or observational method, that is, the 
historian professes to be ready to approach the solution of any 
problems that appear within his field in terms of scientific method. 
If he finds that some of his material belongs to the fields where 
the scientific method is not welcomed, he is likely to undertake 
to free his own problem of the reconstruction of past events 
from these other issues and attempt to keep within his own 
field a clean scientific conscience. That this has proved again 
and again an impossible program is abundantly shown in fields 
of higher criticism and evolution. In fact, it has been the his- 
tory of dogmas that has brought more than one metaphysical 
problem into the range of scientific investigation. The scien- 
tific treatment of religious institutions, beliefs, and experiences 
has arisen in each case out of the history of these subjects. 
Given an orderly statement of the situations out of which these 
have arisen, it is impossible to avoid the hypothesis of the causal 
relation of these conditions to the appearance of the institutions 
and beliefs, and the testing of this hypothesis is found in the 
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observation of the changes which it undergoes in the presence 
of like conditions. 

Scientific method in history has a direct bearing on one 
question which I should like to discuss. Does the significance 
of the results of historical investigation and consequent recon- 
struction belong to the past where these events lie, or is it to 
be found in the present and future? Otherwise stated, do we 
know the past through the present, and the future insofar as 
the test of our hypotheses depends upon future observation and 
discovery, or is the knowledge we are gaining knowledge of the 
present and future through the past? A present fossil implies 
a past animal, a present document a past author. The knowledge 
of either waits upon future investigation and observation, per- 
haps even upon experiment. History as an observational science 
can get at its past only through the present and future. But 
scientific investigation does not end in its data; it begins with it. 
The outcome of science is a theory or working hypothesis, not 
so-called facts. It is not the recovery of the dream we seek but 
the interpretation thereof. Is the serious interest in history, which 
is not the meanest of the attainments of an educated mind, an 
interest that centers in the past, in the present, or in the future? 
Have we learned to understand the past through the present, 
or are we learning to understand the present and future through 
the past? 

The first comment that will be made upon this question is, 
Why this disjunction? Why not both? Certainly history pro- 
vides the candle to light our feet as we advance, but on the 
other hand, our very advance may be into a fuller, richer, and 
more significant past, where we may dwell contentedly, using 
the present only as the soil within which may be found the data 
for its reconstruction, and the vantage point for its interpreta- 
tion and romantic enjoyment, and the field of interesting con- 
troversies with rival historians. 


Much have I travelled in the realms of gold, 
And many goodly states and kingdoms seen; 
Round many western islands have I been 


Which bards in fealty to Apollo hold. 
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Certainly the historical scholar and those who are privileged 
to see the resplendent past through the medium of trained 
vision and sympathetic imagination are not disjunctively bound 
either to the strategic use of its treasures in fighting society’s 
advancing campaigns or to an irrevocable domicile in its pic- 
tured realms. Or shall we say of the historically minded, vestigia 
nulla retrorsum? The answer is in the negative. Not only do 
we find the historically minded dwelling comfortably on both 
horns of the spurious dilemma, but the forward impulse gathers 
momentum from the concreting past, while its very furniture, 
tapestries, and personae are created in the factories of ongoing 
experience. The histories that have most fastened upon men’s 
minds have been political and cultural propaganda, and every 
great social movement has flashed back its light to discover a 
new past. 

But the question I have asked is somewhat more hidden and 
technical than that which has just been answered. Is the actual 
object of knowledge, the significant content which historical 
research reveals, the past object as implied in the present, or is 
it a newly discovered present which can only be known and 
interpreted in the past which it involves? My own answer, 
which I do not expect to find sympathetically received, is the 
latter; still I would like to present it. 

The answer turns, as I have indicated, more or less upon the 
identification of knowledge with scientific research. If knowl- 
edge is the mere presence of an object in experience, if these 
walls and windows, these chairs and lights, and the people in 
the room, are, by grace of their being perceptually related to 
us, objects of our knowledge, then the person whom you dis- 
cover to have written the hitherto anonymous document is, 
where he was and when he was, the object of your knowledge. 
You have simply by means of scientific research extended your 
specious present so that this formerly unrecognizable individual 
has been drawn out of the shadows, and, in this novel temporal 
perspective, he becomes one more figure in the world. His being 
there in your perspective is your knowledge of him. This defini- 
tion of knowledge, this identification of the object of knowledge 
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with the so-called percept, whether a percept by virtue of the 
eye or the imagination, in company with various other pragma- 
tists I reject—and for reasons with which I will not burden you, 
though I will point out that the rejection sweeps out a vast 
amount of philosophic riffraff known as epistemology, and re- 
lieves one of the hopeless task of bridge-building from a world 
of one’s states of consciousness to an outside world that can 
never be reached. 

Knowledge, I conceive, is the discovery through the implica- 
tion of things and events of some thing or things which enable 
us to carry on when a problem had held us up. It is the fact that 
we can carry on that guarantees our knowledge. 

I should like to adduce that this view is the only doctrine 
that justifies the feeling of assurance in knowledge. We cannot 
find justification in a permanent and irrefragable past. Each gen- 
eration and often different minds within a generation have dis- 
covered different pasts. And these pasts are not only different 
because they have become more spacious and richer in detail. 
They have become essentially different in their fundamental sig- 
nificance. We speak of the past as final and irrevocable. There is 
nothing that is less so, when we consider it as the pictured ex- 
tension which each generation has spread behind itself. One past 
displaces and abrogates another as inexorably as the rising gen- 
eration buries the old. How many different Caesars have crossed 
the Rubicon since 1800? But, you say, there must be identical 
events in each, else the new past could not displace the old and 
occupy its field. Yes, there are coincidences of events that are 
relatively permanent and which make possible translation from 
one historic account to another. But coincidences of events are 
not the objects of our knowledge. Through centuries the Meso- 
potamian magicians recorded the dim eclipses that disastrous 
twilight shed on half the nations and, with fear of change, per- 
plexed their monarchs. The clever Greeks took over their Great 
Saros but saw planetary bodies interposed through the revolu- 
tion of heavenly spheres about the central stable earth. Coperni- 
cus, more successful than his Greek prototype Aristarchus, with 
the hand of Joshua stayed the sun in the heavens and dispatched 
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the earth with her satellite in an orbit about the sun to cast the 
stellar shadows that are no longer ominous; and now it is a mat- 
ter of indifference to the relativist whether earth or sun revolve 
to bring about these eclipses. The Mesopotamian recognized fan- 
tastic gods in hostile chase; the Greek, incorruptible spheres 
within spheres. Since the Renaissance the Western world has 
known inert masses moving through an indifferent space accord- 
ing to Newtonian laws. I am quite incompetent to paraphrase 
stellar history in an Einsteinian world, nor has eye seen or ear 
heard what new heavens and new earth will in another fifty or 
a hundred years displace ours in the history that that generation 
will write of its habitat. In all the histories, there were certain 
coincidences that ran through all and make a thread on which 
all can be strung in the history of histories. But, whatever else 
they may be, these coincidences are but abstractions from the 
objects of our knowledge. They are not the past that interprets 
our present. 

No scientist secure in his experimental method would base 
that security upon the agreement of its results with the structure 
of any changeless past that is within his ken. Indeed, if the past 
were fixed, there could be no more progress in knowledge, for 
every discovery refashions that past pari passu with the present. 

Otherwise stated, the past is a working hypothesis that has 
validity in the present within which it works but has no other 
validity. However, the question of validity does not arise at all, 
except in the presence of some problem. It is only then that 
we undertake to discover the solution to the problem and assure 
ourselves of its validity by experiment or observation in some 
crucial instance if possible. And then we say that we know. We 
act with reference to whatever fits into the world that is there 
(as we do with reference to the world that is there, so far as ex- 
perience is concerned) until in conduct we find that it is not there; 
and then we have a problem on our hands and have to find out 
what is there—a problem of inference, of implication, and of 
knowledge. 

That sort of knowledge belongs to the present and the future 
that tests the hypothetical present. It does not belong to the past, 
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that is, it does not find its significance in the past. Here again 
we have to distinguish between significance for knowledge and 
the significance that belongs, for example, to a drama. There is 
significance in President Wilson’s fight for the League of Nations 
that has a timeless significance like that of an Ibsen tragedy. The 
significance of the planetesimal hypothesis does not lie in the 
past aeons in which we assume its operation but in our present 
use of it in stating a going universe. With new data it will be 
modified or laid aside. At present it is presumably truer than 
any other hypothesis. The past that is there for us, as the present 
is there, stands on the same basis as the world that is there about 
us. The past that has to be found out, to be inferred, is appealing 
for its significance to our present undertaking of interpreting our 
world, so that it will be intelligible for present conduct and 
estimation. 

The long and short of it is that the only reality of the past 
open to our reflective research is the implication of the present, 
that the only reason for research into the past is the present 
problem of understanding a problematic world, and the only test 
of the truth of what we have discovered is our ability to so state 
the past that we can continue the conduct whose inhibition has 
set the problem to us. 

Now this assumption of the pragmatist that the individual 
only thinks in order that he may continue an interrupted action, 
that the criterion of the correctness of- his thinking is found in 
his ability to carry on, and that the significant goal of his think- 
ing or research is found not in the ordered presentation of the 
subject matter of his research but in the uses to which it may 
be put, is very offensive to many people, and, I am afraid, par- 
ticularly so to the historian. Pragmatism is regarded as a pseudo- 
philosophic formulation of that most obnoxious American trait, 
the worship of success; as the endowment of the four-flusher 
with a faked philosophic passport; as the contemptuous swagger 
of a glib and restless upstart in the company of the mighty but 
reverent spirits worshiping at the shrine of subsistent entities 
and timeless truth; as a blackleg pacemaker introduced into the 
leisurely workshop of the spirit to speed up the processes of 
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thinking swb specie aeternitatis; as a Ford efficiency engineer 
bent on the mass production of philosophical tin lizzies. These 
disparagements are all boomerangs, but I will not constitute this 
a clinic in which to demonstrate the contusions which those who 
have hurled them have suffered, but will address myself to the 
single charge that this philosophy would dispossess men of the 
leisured contemplation and enjoyment of the past. 

First of all, pragmatism holds no brief against aesthetic ex- 
perience. It is an activity to be acknowledged like all other hu- 
man activities, and like these it faces its own problems, those of 
appreciation, and solves them by reflection. When by reflection 
have been reconstructed the landscapes of that mighty world of 
eye and ear, or of the confused pageants of the past, the spirit 
enters into its enjoyment with the sense 

Of something far more deeply interfused, 
Whose dwelling is the light of setting suns, 


And the round ocean and the living air, 
And the blue sky, and in the mind of man. 


But beside the literary historian, whose works are as precious 
as are those of the great dramatists and architects, there is the 
dry-as-dust, or as he is called today, the scientific, historian. His 
criterion may not be aesthetic, at least not until he has satisfied 
his scientific conscience. His task is the scrupulous determina- 
tion of facts, the formation of hypotheses and the testing of 
them by the data within the reach of his investigation. But facts 
are not there to be picked up. They have to be dissected out, 
and data are the most difficult of abstractions in any field. More 
particularly, their very form is dependent upon the problem with- 
in which they lie. There is, of course, a vast amount of ma- 
chinery involved in the storing, cataloguing, and analyzing of 
unbound material, pertinent and impertinent, but the working 
of this machinery does not constitute the work of the historian. 
It is but his apparatus. 

It is, after all, in the problem that he finds the definition of 
his data and in its solution the test of his sufficiency. Have those 
problems any other residence than in the need to better compre- 
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hend the society of which we are a part, and is the comprehen- 
sion of that society anything but the considerate effort to face 
conduct in that society intelligently? I do not think so. J think 
we overlook the intricate organization of the republic of letters 
to which we belong. A man picks up a problem and calls it his, 
with perhaps slight appreciation that he is taking up a task which 
arises out of the conflict of insistent social processes, for the solu- 
tion of which he has volunteered. He makes it his own, but he 
did not originate it. The academic attitude of creating problems 
for Doctor’s theses is not favorable to the just realization of what 
problems are when they are genuine. And then the man who has 
taken up the assignment naturally magnifies his office. He looks 
at the results of his labors swb specie aeternitatis because he does 
not see just what part of the whole job his has been. It requires 
the detached attitude of a later day to see the fruit of his efforts 
combined with that of many others in a shift of the community’s 
attitude toward the incompetency of its institutions. 

Now the past that is thus constituted is a perspective, and 
what will be seen in that perspective, and what will be the rela- 
tions between its elements, depends upon the point of reference. 
If we wish to regard it metaphysically, there are an infinite 
number of possible perspectives, each of which will give a dif- 
ferent definition to the parts and reveal different relations among 
them. Which of these particular perspectives is the right one, 
metaphysically? There is no answer to the question, except a 
mystical engulfing of all the perspectives and ourselves with them 
in the Absolute. But the Absolute answers no queries. It provides 
emotional aspirations at the price of intellectual immolation. 

This particular perspective is there, thanks to the particular 
problem of social reconstruction that is going on, and with the 
change in the situation all of its features will have suffered a 
transformation, and the landscape will melt into other contours 
as they do for the eye of him who ascends a mountain. Its sig- 
nificance is eternally fixed in the eternally passing and creative 
present. The most that we can do is to find the constants of co- 
incident events, in themselves bloodless abstractions, by which to 
translate from one consentient set to another, to use the jargon 
of the relativist. 
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I do not think that this standpoint abrogates from the po- 
tency or impressiveness of the past or relaxes the sinews of the 
historian, unless it be from the standpoint of the lotus-eater for 
whom 


All things are taken from us and become portions and parcels 
of the dreadful past. 

Looking over wasted lands, 

Blight and famine, plague and earthquake, roaring deeps and 
fiery sands, 

Clanging fights and flaming towns, and sinking ships and 
praying hands. 


The past is impressive as it emerges into that form and struc- 
ture which gives solidity and significance to the hasting and 
evanescent present. 


TIME 


Wuart do we mean, now, by the statement that there has 
been some real past with all its events, in independence of any 
present, whose contents we are slowly and imperfectly decipher- 
ing? We come back of course to the very corrections which we 
make in our historical research, and to the higher degree of evi- 
dence of that which has been discovered over that which can be 
offered for the discarded account. Higher degrees of probability 
and added evidence imply that there is or has been some reality 
there which we are bringing to light. There is thus a palpable 
reference to the unquestioned past by means of whose evidence 
we investigate and solve the problems that arise. And the very 
fact to which I have referred, that any accepted account of the 
past, though not now in question, may be conceivably thrown 
into doubt, seems to imply some unquestionable past which would 
be the background for the solution of all conceivable problems. 
Let us admit this for the time being, and ask the further ques- 
tion whether this past independent of any present does enter at 
all into our investigations—I mean as a presupposition that plays 
any part in our thinking? If we should take away this presup- 
position, would our apparatus and the operation of it in histori- 


First published in The Philosophy of the Present, ed. Arthur E. Murphy 
(LaSalle, Tl.: Open Court Publishing Co., 1932, 1959), pp. 6-177, ex- 
cept the last segment, reprinted from an article in The International 
Journal of Ethics (1925). 
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cal research be in any way affected? Certainly not, if we concern 
ourselves only with the problems with which historians in social 
or scientific history are concerned. Here the reference is always 
and solely to the given past out of which a problem has arisen; 
and the outlines of the problem and the tests to which presented 
hypotheses are subjected, are found in the given past. As we have 
seen, this given past may itself at a later date be affected with 
doubt and brought under discussion. And yet the possible dubiety 
of the given past in no way affects the undertaking. This is an- 
other way of saying that the dubiety of all possible pasts never 
enters into the historian’s thinking. The only approach to such 
entrance is the demand that all past pasts should be accounted 
for and taken up into the latest statement. And every past past, 
insofar as it is reconstructed, is insofar shown to be incorrect. 
In the implications of our method we seem to approach a limit- 
ing statement, even if at infinity, which would fill out all gaps 
and correct all errors. But if we are making corrections there 
must seemingly be some account that is correct, and even if we 
contemplate an indefinite future of research science which will 
be engaged in the undertaking, we never escape from this im- 
plication. 

There is another way of saying this, and that is that our 
research work is that of discovery, and we can only discover 
what is there whether we discover it or not. I think however that 
this last statement is in error, if it is supposed to imply that 
there is or has been a past which is independent of all presents, 
for there may be and beyond doubt is in any present with its 
own past a vast deal which we do not discover, and yet this 
which we do or do not discover will take on different meaning 
and be different in its structure as an event when viewed from 
some later standpoint. Is there a similar error in the conception 
of correction of the past error and in the suggestion that it im- 
plies the absolutely correct, even if it never reaches it? I am 
referring to the “in-itself” correctness of an account of events, 
implied in a correction which a later historian makes. I think 
that the absolute correctness which lies back in the historian’s 
mind would be found to be the complete presentation of the 
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given past, if all its implications were worked out. If we could 
know everything implied in our memories, our documents, and 
our monuments, and were able to control all this knowledge, the 
historian would assume that he had what was absolutely correct. 
But a historian of the time of Aristotle, extending thus his known 
past, would have reached a correct past which would be at utter 
variance with the known world of modern science, and there are 
only degrees of variance between such a comparison and those 
which changes due to research are bringing out in our pasts 
from year to year. If we are referring to any other “in-itself” 
correctness, it must be either to that of a reality which by defi- 
nition could never get into our experience or to that of a goal 
at infinity in which the type of experience in which we find 
ourselves ceases. It is, of course, possible to assume that the 
experience within which we find ourselves is included in some 
world or experience that transcends it. My only point is that 
such an assumption plays no part in our judgments of the cor- 
rectness of the past. We may have other reasons, theological or 
metaphysical, for assuming a real past that could be given in 
a presentation independent of any present, but that assumption 
does not enter into the postulations or technique of any sort of 
historical research. 

While the conception of an “in-itself” irrevocable past is 
perhaps the common background of thinking, it is interesting 
to recur to the statement that I made earlier that the research 
scientist looks forward, not only with equanimity, but also with 
excited interest to the fundamental changes which later research 
will bring into the most exact determinations which we can make 
today. The picture which this offers is that of presents sliding 
into each other, each with a past which is referable to itself, 
each past taking up into itself those back of it, and in some 
degree reconstructing them from its own standpoint. The moment 
that we take these earlier presents as existences apart from the 
presentation of them as pasts, they cease to have meaning to us 
and lose any value they may have in interpreting our own present 
and determining our futures. They may be located in the geom- 
etry of Minkowski space-time, but even under that assumption, 
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they can reach us only through our own frames of reference or 
perspectives; and the same would be true under the assumptions 
of any other metaphysics which located the reality of the past in 
pasts independent of any present. 

It would probably be stated that the irrevocability of the past 
is located in such a metaphysical order, and that is the point 
which I wish to discuss. The historian does not doubt that some- 
thing has happened. He is in doubt as to what has happened. 
He also proceeds upon the assumption that if he could have all 
the facts or data, he could determine what it was that happened. 
That is, his idea of irrevocability attaches, as I have already 
stated, to the “‘what” that has happened as well as to the passing of 
the event. But if there is emergence, the reflection of this into 
the past at once takes place. There is a new past, for from every 
new rise the landscape that stretches behind us becomes a dif- 
ferent landscape. The analogy is faulty, because the heights are 
there, and the aspects of the landscapes which they reveal are 
also there and could be reconstructed from the present of the 
wayfarer if he had all the implications of his present before him; 
whereas the emergent is not there in advance, and by definition 
could not be brought within even the fullest presentation of the 
present. The metaphysical reality suggested by Eddington’s 
phrase that our experience is an adventuring of the mind into 
the ordered Geometry of space-time’ would, however, correspond 
to a pre-existent landscape. 


* * * 


If, in Bergson’s phrase, “real duration” becomes time through 
the appearance of unique events which are distinguishable from 
each other through their qualitative nature, a something that is 
emergent in each event, then bare passage is a manner of ar- 
ranging these events. But what is essential to this arrangement 
is that in each interval which is isolated, it must be possible 
that something should become, that something unique should 
arise. We are subject to a psychological illusion if we assume 
that the rhythm of counting and the order which arises out of 


I Space, Time, and Gravitation, p. 51. 
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counting answer to a structure of passage itself, apart from the 
processes which fall into orders through the emergence of events. 
We never reach the interval itself between events, except in 
correlations between them and other situations within which we 
find congruence and replacement, something that can never take 
place in passage as such. We reach what may be called a func- 
tional equality of represented intervals within processes involv- 
-ing balance and rhythm, but on this basis to set up time as a 
quantity having an essential nature that allows of its being di- 
vided into equal portions of itself is an unwarranted use of ab- 
straction. We can hypothetically reconstruct the past processes 
that are involved in what is going on as a basis for the cognitive 
construction of the future which is arising. What we are assured 
of by the experimental data is that we comprehend that which 
is going on sufficiently to predict what will take place, not that 
we have attained a correct picture of the past independent of 
any present, for we expect this picture to change as new events 
emerge. In this attitude we are relating in our anticipation pre- 
sents that slip into others, and their pasts belong to them. They 
have to be reconstructed as they are taken up into a new present 
and as such they belong to that present, and no longer to the 
present out of which we have passed into the present present. 

A present then, as contrasted with the abstraction of mere 
passage, is not a piece cut out anywhere from the temporal di- 
mension of uniformly passing reality. Its chief reference is to 
the emergent event, that is, to the occurrence of something which 
is more than the processes that have led up to it and which by 
its change, continuance, or disappearance, adds to later passages 
a content they would not otherwise have possessed. The mark 
of passage without emergent events is its formulation in equa- 
tions in which the so-called instances disappear in an identity, 
as Meyerson has pointed out.” 

Given an emergent event, its relations to antecedent proc- 
esses become conditions or causes. Such a situation is a present. 
It marks out and in a sense selects what has made its peculiarity 
possible. It creates with its uniqueness a past and a future. As 
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soon as we view it, it becomes a history and a prophecy. Its own 
temporal diameter varies with the extent of the event. There may 
be a history of the physical universe as an appearance of a 
galaxy of galaxies. There is a history of every object that is 
unique. But there would be no such history of the physical uni- 
verse until the galaxy appeared, and it would continue only so 
long as the galaxy maintained itself against disruptive and co- 
hesive forces. When we ask what can be the “temporal spread” 
of the uniqueness which is responsible for a present the answer 
must be, in Whitehead’s terms, that it is a period long enough 
to enable the object to be what it is. But the question is am- 
biguous for the term “temporal spread” implies a measure of 
time. The past as it appears with the present and future, is the 
relation of the emergent event to the situation out of which it 
arose, and it is the event that defines that situation. The continu- 
ance or disappearance of that which arises is the present passing 
into the future. Past, present, and future belong to a passage 
which attains temporal structure through the event, and they may 
be considered long or short as they are compared with other such 
passages. But as existing in nature, so far as such a statement 
has significance, the past and the future are the boundaries of 
what we term the present, and are determined by the condition- 
ing relationships of the event to its situation. 

The pasts and futures to which we refer extend beyond these 
contiguous relations in passage. We extend them out in memory 
and history, in anticipation and forecast. They are pre-eminently 
the field of ideation, and find their locus in what is called mind. 
While they are in the present, they refer to that which is not in that 
present, as is indicated by their relation to past and future. They 
refer beyond themselves, and out of this reference arises their 
representational nature. They evidently belong to organisms, 
that is to emergent events whose nature involves the tendency to 
maintain themselves. In other words, their situation involves ad- 
justment looking toward a past, and selective sensitivity looking 
toward a future. What may be called the stuff out of which ideas 
arise are the attitudes of these organisms, habits when we look 
toward the past, and early adjustments within the act to the re- 
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sults of their responses when we look toward the future. So far 
these belong to what may be termed the immediate past and 
future. 

This relation of the event to its situation, of the organism 
to its environment, with their mutual dependence, brings us to 
relativity and to the perspectives in which this appears in experi- 
ence. The nature of environment answers to the habits and selec- 
tive attitudes of organisms, and the qualities that belong to the 
objects of the environment can only be expressed in terms of 
sensitivities of these organisms. And the same is true of ideas. 
The organism, through its habits and anticipatory attitudes, finds 
itself related to what extends beyond its immediate present. Those 
characters of things which in the activity of the organism refer 
to what lies beyond the present take on the value of that to which 
they refer. The field of mind, then, is the larger environment 
which the activity of the organism calls for but which transcends 
the present. What is present in the organism, however, is its 
own nascent activity, and that in itself and in the environment 
which sustains it, and there is present also its movement from 
the past and beyond the present. It belongs to the so-called con- 
scious organism to complete this larger temporal environment 
by the use of characters found in the present. The mechanism 
by which the social mind accomplishes this I will discuss later; 
what I wish to bring out now is that the field of mind is the 
temporal extension of the environment of the organism, and that 
an idea resides in the organism because the organism is using 
that in itself which moves beyond its present to take the place of 
that toward which its own activity is tending. That in the or- 
ganism which provides the occasion for mind is the activity 
which reaches beyond the present within which the organism 
exists. 

* * + 

Durations are a continual sliding of presents into each other.® 

The present is a passage constituted by processes whose earlier 


3 These pages were found among Mr. Mead’s papers after his death. 
They seem to have been written later, possibly as a result of a critical 
discussion of the above ideas at the University of Chicago Philosophy 
Club meeting in January 1931. 
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phases determine in certain respects their later phases. Reality 
then is always in a present. When the present has passed, it no 
longer is. The question arises whether the past arising in memory 
and in the projection of this still further backwards, refers to 
events which existed as such continuous presents passing into 
each other, or to that conditioning phase of the passing present 
which enables us to determine conduct with reference to the fu- 
ture which is also arising in the present. It is this latter thesis 
which I am maintaining. 

The implication of my position is that the past is such a 
construction that the reference that is found in it is not to events 
having a reality independent of the present which is the seat of 
reality, but rather to such an interpretation of the present in its 
conditioning passage as will enable intelligent conduct to proceed. 
It is, of course, evident that the materials out of which that past 
is constructed lie in the present. I refer to the memory images and 
the evidences by which we build up the past, and to the fact that 
any reinterpretation of the picture we form of the past will be 
found in a present, and will be judged by the logical and eviden- 
tial characters which such data possess in a present. It is also evi- 
dent that there is no appeal from these in their locus of a present 
to a real past which lies like a scroll behind us, and to which 
we may recur to check up on our constructions. We are not de- 
ciphering a manuscript whose passages can be made intelligible 
in themselves and left as secure presentations of that portion of 
what has gone before, to be supplemented by later final construc- 
tions of other passages. We are not contemplating an ultimate 
unchangeable past that may be spread behind us in its entirety 
subject to no further change. Our reconstructions of the past vary 
in their extensiveness, but they never contemplate the finality of 
their findings. They are always subject to conceivable reformula- 
tions, on the discovery of later evidence, and this reformulation 
may be complete. Even the most vivid of memory images can be 
in error. In a word our assurances concerning the past are never 
attained by a congruence between the constructed past and a real 
past independent of this construction, though we carry this atti- 
tude at the back of our heads, because we do bring our immediate 
hypothetical reconstructions to the test of the accepted past and 
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adjudge them by their agreement with the accepted record; but 
this accepted past lies in a present and is subject, itself, to pos- 
sible reconstruction. 

Now it is possible to accept all this, with a full admission 
that no item in the accepted past is final, and yet to maintain 
that, there remains a reference in our formulation of the past 
event to a something that happened which we can never expect 
to resuscitate in the content of reality, something that belonged 
to the event in the present within which it occurred. This amounts 
to saying that there is behind us a scroll of elapsed presents, to 
which our constructions of the past refer, though without the 
possibility of ever reaching it, and without the anticipation that 
our continual reconstructions will approach it with increasing ex- 
actness. And this brings me to the point at issue. Such a scroll, 
if attained, is not the account that our pasts desiderate. If we 
could bring back the present that has elapsed in the reality which 
belonged to it, it would not serve us. It would be that present and 
would lack just that character which we demand in the past, that 
is, that construction of the conditioning nature of now present 
passage which enables us to interpret what is arising in the fu- 
ture that belongs to this present. When one recalls his boyhood 
days, he cannot get into them as he then was, without their re- 
lationship to what he has become; and if he could, that is if he 
could reproduce the experience as it then took place, he could 
not use it, for this would involve his-not being in the present 
within which that use must take place. A string of presents con- 
ceivably existing as presents would never constitute a past. If 
then there is such a reference, it is not to an entity which could 
fit into any past, and I cannot believe that the reference, in the 
past as experienced, is to a something which would not have the 
function or value that in our experience belongs to a past. We are 
not referring to a real past event which would not be the past 
event we are seeking. Another way of saying this is that our pasts 
are always mental in the same manner in which the futures that 
lie in our imaginations ahead of us are mental. They differ, apart 
from their successive positions, in that the determining conditions 
of interpretation and conduct are embodied in the past as that is 
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found in the present, but they are subject to the same test of va- 
lidity to which our hypothetical futures are subject. And the 
novelty of every future demands a novel past. 

This, however, overlooks one important character of any 
past, and that is that no past which we can construct can be as 
adequate as the situation demands. There is always a reference 
to a past which cannot be reached, and one that is still con- 
sonant with the function and import of a past. It is always con- 
ceivable that the implications of the present should be carried 
further than we do actually carry them, and further than we can 
possibly carry them. There is always more-knowledge which 
would be desirable for the solution of any problem confronting 
us but which we cannot attain. With the conceivable attainment 
of this knowledge, we should undoubtedly construct a past truer 
to the present within which the implications of this past lie. And 
it is to this past that there is always a reference within every 
past which imperfectly presents itself to our investigation. If we 
had every possible document and every possible monument from 
the period of Julius Caesar, we should unquestionably have a 
truer picture of the man and of what occurred in his lifetime, 
but it would be a truth which belongs to this present, and a later 
present would reconstruct it from the standpoint of its own emer- 
gent nature. We can then conceive of a past which in any one 
present would be irrefragable. So far as that present was con- 
cerned it would be a final past, and when we consider the matter, 
I think that it is this past to which the reference lies in that 
which goes beyond the statement which the historian can give, 
and which we are apt to assume to be a past independent of the 
present. : E 

I have spoken of the present as the seat of reality because 
its character of a present sheds light upon the nature of reality. 
The past and the future that appear in the present can be re- 
garded as merely the thresholds of a minute bit of an unbounded 
extension whose metaphysical reality reduces the present to a 
negligible element that approaches the world at an instant. This 
view of reality as an infinite scroll unrolling in snatches before 
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our intermittent vision receives another variant in the picture of 
reality as a four-dimensional continuum of space-time, of events 
and intervals, forever determined by its own geometry, and into 
which we venture with our own subjective frames of reference, 
receiving momentary impressions whose present character are a 
function of our minds and not of any section of the ordered 
events in the universe. I have suggested that such an approach 
to reality does not answer to the scientific technique and method 
by which we seek for disclosures of the universe. Scientific pro- 
cedure fastens upon that necessary conditioning of what takes 
place by what has taken place which follows from passage itself. 
In space-time relations, that is, in motion, this conditioning may 
reach the certainty of deduction, though even here we stand 
before the possibility that our conclusions may often rest upon 
statistical results which negate the final determination which we 
seek. There is evidence that the very effort to refine the technique 
to absolute precision defeats itself. Then there is the other branch 
of this determination of passage which we refer to under the 
caption of probability. Whatever our doctrine of probability, we 
assume that the happening of earlier events carries with it a prob- 
ability as to the nature of later events, even if this probability 
can be reckoned only on a theory of chances. The basis of this 
determination of the future by the past is found in the fact that 
something is taking place which has a temporal spread—that 
reality cannot be reduced to instants—and that earlier stages 
must be conditions of later phases. It is the undertaking of science 
to find out what it is that is going on. 

Furthermore the study of passage involves the discovery of 
events. These cannot be simply parts of passage. These events 
have always characters of uniqueness. Time can only arise 
through the ordering of passage by these unique events. The 
scientist finds such events in his observations and experiments. 
The relation of any event to the conditions under which it oc- 
curs is what we term causation. The relation of the event to its 
preceding conditions at once sets up a history, and the unique- 
ness of the event makes that history relative to that event. The 
conditioning passage and the appearance of the unique event 
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then give rise to past and future as they appear in a present. All 
of the past is in the present as the conditioning nature of pas- 
sage, and all the future arises out of the present as the unique 
events that transpire. To unravel this existent past in the present 
and on the basis of it to previse the future is the task of science. 
The method is that of ideation. 


* # * 


The social.nature of the present arises out of its emergence. 
I am referring to the process of readjustment that emergence 
involves. Nature takes on new characters, for example with the 
appearance of life, or the stellar system takes on new characters 
with the loss of mass by the collapse of atoms through the proc- 
esses that go on within a star. There is an adjustment to this new 
situation. The new objects enter into relationship with the old. 
The determining conditions of passage set the conditions under 
which they survive, and the old objects enter into new relations 
with what has arisen. I am here using the term “social” with 
reference not to the new system, but to the process of readjust- 
ment. An outstanding illustration is found in ecology. There is 
an answer in the community in the meadow or the forest to the 
entrance of any new form, if that form can survive. When the new 
form has established its citizenship, the botanist can exhibit the 
mutual adjustments that have taken place. The world has become 
a different world because of the advent, but to identify sociality 
with this result is to identify it with system merely. It is rather 
the stage betwixt and between the old system and the new that 
I am referring to. If emergence is a feature of reality, this phase 
of adjustment, which comes between the ordered universe before 
the emergent has arisen and that after it has come to terms with 
the newcomer, must be a feature also of reality. It can he illus- 
trated in the appearance of a planet upon the hypothetical ap- 
proach of the stellar visitor that occasioned the origin of our 
planetary system. There was a period at which the substance of 
our own earth was part of the sun’s revolving outer sheath. Now 
it is a body separated from the stellar mass, still revolving, but 
in its own orbit. The fact that the planet is exhibiting the same 
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momentum in its distant orbit as that which carried it about the 
star before its advent as a planet, does not do away with the 
fact that there is now a planetary system where here was formerly 
only a single stellar body, nor with that stage in which the sub- 
stance of the planet to be was in both systems. Now what we are 
accustomed to call social is only a so-called consciousness of such 
a process, but the process is not identical with the consciousness 
of it, for that is an awareness of the situation. The social situation 
must be there if there is to be consciousness of it. 


* * * 


I wish to make as emphatic as possible the reference of pasts 
and futures to the activity that is central to the present. Ideation 
extends spatially and temporally the field within which activity 
takes place. The presents, then, within which we live are provided 
with margins, and fitting them into a larger independent chronicle 
is again a matter of some more extended present which calls for 
a wider horizon. But the widest horizon belongs to some under- 
taking, whose past and future refer back to it. For instance, the 
present history of the sun is relevant to the undertaking of un- 
raveling the atom and, given another analysis of the atom, the 
sun will have another history and the universe will be launched 
into a new future. The pasts and the futures are implications of 
what is being undertaken and carried out in our laboratories. 


* * * 


It is evident that a statement of the life of each individual 
in terms of the results of an analysis of that which is immedi- 
ately experienced would offer a common plane of events, in which 
the experience of each would differ from the experiences of others 
only in their extent, and the completeness or incompleteness of 
their connections. These differences disappear in the generalized 
formulations of the social sciences. The experiences of the same 
individuals, insofar as each faces a world in which objects are 
plans of action, would implicate in each a different succession of 
events. In the simplest illustration, two persons approach a pass- 
ing automobile. To one it is a moving object that he will pass 
before it reaches the portion of the street that is the meeting-place 
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of their two paths. The other sees an object that will pass this 
meeting-point before he reaches it. Each slices the world from 
the standpoint of a different time system. Objects which in a 
thousand ways are identical for the two individuals, are yet fun- 
damentally different through their location in one spatio-temporal 
plane, involving a certain succession of events, or in another. 
Eliminate the temporal dimension, and bring all events back to 
an instant that is timeless, and the individuality of these objects 
which belongs to them in behavior is lost, except insofar as they 
can represent the results of past conduct. But taking time seri- 
ously, we realize that the seemingly timeless character of our 
spatial world and its permanent objects is due to the consentient 
set which each one of us selects. We abstract time from this space 
for the purposes of our conduct. Certain objects cease to be 
events, cease to pass as they are in reality passing and in their 
permanence become the conditions of our action, and events take 
place with reference to them. Because a whole community selects 
the same consentient set does not make the selection less the 
attitude of each one of them. The life-process takes place in indi- 
vidual organisms, so that the psychology which studies that proc- 
ess in its creative determining function becomes a science of the 
objective world. 


14 


THE OBJECTIVE REALITY 


OF PERSPECTIVES 


THE grandiose undertaking of Absolute Idealism to bring 
the whole of reality within experience failed. It failed because 
it left the perspective of the finite ego hopelessly infected with 
subjectivity, and consequently unreal. From its point of view, 
the theoretical and practical life of the individual had no part in 
the creative advance of nature. It failed also because scientific 
method, with its achievements of discovery and invention, could 
find no adequate statement in its dialectic. It recognized the two 
dominant forces of modern life, the creative individual and cre- 
ative science, only to abrogate them as falsifications of the ex- 
perience of the absolute ego. The task remained unfulfilled, the 
task of restoring to nature the characters and qualities which a 
metaphysics of mind and a science of matter and motion had 
concurred in relegating to consciousness, and of finding such a 
place for mind in nature that nature could appear in experience. 
A constructive restatement of the problem was presented by a 
physiological and experimental psychology that fastened mind 
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inextricably in an organic nature which both science and phi- 
losophy recognized. The dividend which philosophy declared 
upon this restatement is indicated in William James’s reasoned 
query, “Does Consciousness exist?” The metaphysical assault 
upon the dualism of mind and nature, that has been becoming 
every day more intolerable, has been made in regular formation 
by Bergson’s evolutionary philosophy, by neo-idealism, by neo- 
realism, and by pragmatism. And no one can say, as yet, that the 
position has been successfully carried. 

I wish to call attention to two unconnected movements which 
seem to me to be approaching a strategic position of great im- 
portance—which may be called the objectivity of perspectives. 
These two movements are, first, that phase of behavioristic psy- 
chology which is planting communication, thinking, and substan- 
tive meanings as inextricably within nature as biological psychol- 
ogy has placed general animal and human intelligence; and 
second, an aspect of the philosophy of relativism which Professor 
Whitehead has presented. 

Professor Whitehead interprets relativity in terms of events 
passing in a four-dimensional Minkowski world. The order in 
which they pass, however, is relative to a consentient set. The 
consentient set is determined by its relation to a percipient event 
or organism. The percipient event establishes a lasting character 
of here and there, of now and then, and is itself an enduring 
pattern. The pattern repeats itself in the passage of events. These 
recurrent patterns are grasped together or prehended into a unity, 
which must have as great a temporal spread as the organism 
requires to be what it is, whether this period is found in the revo- 
lutions of the electrons in an iron atom or in the specious present 
of a human being. Such a percipient event or organism estab- 
lishes a consentient set of patterns of events that endure in the 
relations of here and there, of now and then, through such periods 
or essential epochs, constituting thus slabs of nature, and differ- 
entiating space from time. This perspective of the organism is 
then there in nature. What in the perspective does not preserve 
the enduring character of here and there, is in motion. From the 
standpoint of some other organism these moving objects may be 
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at rest, and what is here at rest will be, in the time system of this 
other perspective, in motion. In Professor Whitehead’s phrase, 
insofar as nature is patient of an organism, it is stratified into 
perspectives, whose intersections constitute the creative advance 
of nature. Professor Whitehead has with entire success stated the 
physical theory of relativity in terms of intersecting time systems. 

What I wish to pick out of Professor Whitehead’s philosophy 
of nature is this conception of nature as an organization of per- 
spectives, which are there in nature. The conception of the 
perspective as there in nature is, in a sense, an unexpected do- 
nation by the most abstruse physical science to philosophy. They 
are not distorted perspectives of some perfect patterns, nor do 
they lie in consciousnesses as selections among things whose 
reality is to be found in a noumenal world. They are in their 
interrelationship the nature that science knows. Biology has dealt 
with them in terms of forms and their environments, and in ecol- 
ogy deals with the organization of environments, but it has con- 
ceded a world of physical particles in absolute space and time that 
is there independent of any environment of an organism, of any 
perspective. Professor Whitehead generalizes the conception of 
organism to include any unitary structure whose nature demands 
a period within which to be itself, which is therefore not only a 
spatial but also a temporal structure, or a process. Any such 
structure stratifies nature by its intersection into its perspective 
and differentiates its own permanent space and time from the 
general passage of events. Thus the world of the physical sciences 
is swept into the domain of organic environments, and there is 
no world of independent physical entities out of which the per- 
spectives are merely selections. In the place of such a world ap- 
pear all of the perspectives in their interrelationship to each other. 

I do not wish to consider Professor Whitehead’s Bergsonian 
edition of Spinoza’s underlying substance that individualizes it- 
self in the structure of the events nor his Platonic heaven of 
eternal objects where lie the hierarchies of patterns that are there 
envisaged as possibilities and have ingression into events, but 
rather his Leibnizian filiation, as it appears in his conception of 
the perspective as the mirroring in the event of all other events. 
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of nature. The contents of his monads were psychical states, per- 
ceptions, and petites perceptions, which were inevitably repre- 
sentative of the rest of the reality of the universe of which they 
were but partially developed expressions. The represented content 
of all monads was identical, insofar as it was clear and distinct, 
so that the organization of these perspectives was a harmony pre- 
established in an identity of rational content. Professor White- 
head’s principle of organization of perspectives is not the repre- 
sentation of an identical content, but the intersection by different 
time systems of the same body of events. It is, of course, the 
abandonment of simple location as the principle of physical ex- 
istence, that is, the existence of a physical object is found in its 
occupancy of a certain volume of absolute space in an instant of 
absolute time; and the taking of time seriously, that is, the rec- 
ognition that there are an indefinite number of possible simul- 
taneities of any event with other events, and consequently an 
indefinite number of possible temporal orders of the same events 
that make it possible to conceive of the same body of events as 
organized into an indefinite number of different perspectives. 
Without undertaking to discuss Professor Whitehead’s doc- 
trine of the prehension into the unity of the event of the aspects 
of other events, which I am unable to work out satisfactorily, 
from the summary statements I have found in his writings, I wish 
to consider the conception of a body of events as the organization 
of different perspectives of these events from the standpoint of 
the field of social science, and that of behavioristic psychology. 
In the first place, this seems to be exactly the subject matter 
of any social science. The human experience with which social 
science occupies itself is primarily that of individuals. It is only 
so far as the happenings, the environmental conditions, the val- 
ues, their uniformities and laws enter into the experience of 
individuals as individuals that they become the subject of con- 
sideration by these sciences. Environmental conditions, for exam- 
ple, exist only insofar as they affect actual individuals, and only 
as they affect these individuals. The laws of these happenings are 
but the statistical uniformities of the happenings to and in the 
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experiences of A, B, C, and D. Furthermore the import of these 
happenings and these values must be found in the experiences of 
these individuals if they are to exist for these sciences at all. 

In the second place, it is only insofar as the individual acts 
not only in his own perspective but also in the perspective of 
others, especially in the common perspective of a group, that a 
society arises and its affairs become the object of scientific in- 
quiry. The limitation of social organization is found in the in- 
ability of individuals to place themselves in the perspectives of 
others, to take their points of view. I do not wish to belabor the 
point, which is commonplace enough, but to suggest that we find 
here an actual organization of perspectives, and that the principle 
of it is fairly evident. This principle is that the individual enters 
into the perspectives of others, insofar as he is able to take their 
attitudes, or occupy their points of view. 

But while the principle is a commonplace for social conduct, 
its implications are very serious if one accepts the objectivity 
of perspectives and recognizes that these perspectives are made 
up of other selves with minds; that here is no nature that can be 
closed to mind. The social perspective exists in the experience of 
the individual insofar as it is intelligible, and it is its intelli- 
gibility that is the condition of the individual entering into the 
perspectives of others, especially of the group. In the field of any 
social science the objective data are those experiences of the 
individuals in which they take the attitude of the community, that 
is, in which they enter into the perspectives of the other mem- 
bers of the community. Of course, the social scientist can gen- 
eralize from the standpoint of his universe of discourse what 
remains hopelessly subjective in the experiences of another com- 
munity, as the psychologist can interpret what for the individual 
is an unintelligible feeling. I am speaking not from the standpoint 
of the epistemologist, nor that of the metaphysician. I am asking 
simply what is objective for the social scientist, what is the sub- 
ject matter of his science, and I wish to point out that the critical 
scientist is only replacing the narrower social perspectives of other 
communities by that of a more highly organized and hence more 
universal community. 
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It is instructive to note that never has the character of that 
common perspective changed more rapidly than since we have 
gained further control over the technique by which the individual 
perspective becomes the perspective of the most universal com- 
munity, that of thinking men, that is, the technique of the experi- 
mental method. We are deluded, by the ease with which we can, 
by what may be fairly called transformation formulae, translate 
the experience of other communities into that of our own, into 
giving finality to the perspective of our own thought; but a glance 
at the bewildering rapidity with which different histories, that is, 
different pasts have succeeded each other, and new physical uni- 
verses have arisen, is sufficient to assure us that no generation has 
been so uncertain as to what will be the common perspective of 
the next. We have never been so uncertain as to what are the val- 
ues which economics undertakes to define, what are the political 
rights and obligations of citizens, what are the community values 
of friendship, of passion, of parenthood, of amusement, of beauty, 
of social solidarity in its unnumbered forms or of those values 
which have been gathered under the relations of man to the high- 
est community or to God. On the other hand, there has never been 
a time at which men could determine so readily the conditions 
under which values, whatever they are, can be secured. In terms 
of common conditions, by transformation formulae, we can pass 
from one value field to another, and thus come nearer finding out 
which is more valuable, or rather how to conserve each. The com- 
mon perspective is comprehensibility, and comprehensibility is 
the statement in terms of common social conditions. 

It is the relation of the individual perspective to the common 
perspective that is of importance. To the biologist, there is a com- 
mon environment of an anthill or of a beehive, which is ren- 
dered possible by the intricate social relationships of the ants and 
the bees. It is entirely improbable that this perspective exists in 
the perspectives of individual ants or bees, for there is no evi- 
dence of communication. Communication is a social process 
whose natural history shows that it arises out of co-operative ac- 
tivities, such as those involved in sex, parenthood, fighting, herd- 
ing, and the like, in which some phase of the act of one form, 
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which can be called a gesture, acts as a stimulus to others to carry 
on their parts of the social act. It does not become communica- 
tion in the full sense, that is, the stimulus does not become a sig- 
nificant symbol, until the gesture tends to arouse the same re- 
sponse in the individual who makes it that it arouses in the others. 
The history of the growth of language shows that in its earlier 
stages, the vocal gesture addressed to another awakens in the in- 
dividual who makes the gesture not simply the tendency to the 
response which it calls forth in the other, such as the seizing of a 
weapon or the avoiding of a danger, but primarily the social role 
which the other plays in the co-operative act. This is indicated in 
the early play period in the development of the child, and in the 
richness in social implication of language structures in the speech 
of primitive peoples. 

In the process of communication, the individual is an other 
before he is a self. It is in addressing himself in the role of an 
other that his self arises in experience. The growth of the organ- 
ized game out of simple play in the experience of the child and of 
organized group activities in human society, placed the individ- 
ual then in a variety of roles insofar as these were parts of the so- 
cial act, and the very organization of these in the whole act gave 
them a common character in indicating what he had to do. The 
individual is able then to become a generalized other in address- 
ing himself in the attitude of the group or the community. In this 
situation, he has become a definite self over against the social 
whole to which he belongs. This is the common perspective. It ex- 
ists in the organisms of all the members of the community, be- 
cause the physiological differentiation of human forms belongs 
largely to the consummatory phase of the act. 

The overt phase within which social organization takes place 
is occupied with things, physical things or implements. In the so- 
cieties of the invertebrates, which have indeed a complexity com- 
parable with human societies, the organization is largely depend- 
ent upon physiological differentiation. In such a society, evi- 
dently, there is no phase of the act of the individual in which he 
can find himself taking the attitude of the other. Physiological 
differentiation, apart from the direct relations of sex and parent- 
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hood, plays no part in the organization of human society. The 
mechanism of human society is that of bodily selves who assist or 
hinder each other in their co-operative acts by the manipulation 
of physical things. In the earliest forms of society these physical 
things are treated as selves, that is, those social responses, which 
we can all detect in ourselves to inanimate things which aid or 
hinder us, are dominant among primitive peoples in the social or- 
ganization that depends on the use of physical means. The primi- 
tive man keeps en rapport with implements and weapons by con- 
versation in the form of magic rites and ceremonies. On the other 
hand, the bodily selves of members of the social group are as 
clearly implemental as the implements are social. Social beings 
are things as definitely as physical things are social. 

The key to the genetic development of human intelligence is 
found in the recognition of these two aspects. It arises in those 
early stages of communication in which the organism arouses in 
itself the attitude of the other and so addresses itself and thus be- 
comes an object to itself, becomes in other words a self, while the 
same sort of content in the act constitutes the other that consti- 
tutes the self. Out of this process thought arises, that is, conver- 
sation with one’s self, in the role of the specific other and then in 
the role of the generalized other, in the fashion I indicated above. 
It is important to recognize that the self does not project itself 
into the other. The others and the self arise in the social act to- 
gether. The content of the act may be said to lie within the organ- 
ism, but it is projected into the other only in the sense in which 
it is projected into the self, a fact upon which the whole of psy- 
choanalysis rests. We pinch ourselves to be sure that we are awake 
as we grasp an object to be sure that it is there. The other phase 
of human intelligence is that it is occupied with physical things. 
Physical things are perceptual things. They also arise within the 
act. This is initiated by a distant stimulus and leads through ap- 
proximation or withdrawal to contact or the avoidance of contact. 
The outcome of the act is in consummation, for example, as in 
eating, but in the behavior of the human animal a mediate stage 
of manipulation intervenes. The hand fashions the physical or 
perceptual thing. The perceptual thing is fully there in the ma- 
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nipulatory area, where it is both seen and felt, where is found both 
the promise of the contact and its fulfilment, for it is characteris- 
tic of the distant stimulation and the act that it initiates that there 
are already aroused the attitudes of manipulation—what | will 
call terminal attitudes of the perceptual act, that readiness to 
grasp, to come into effective contact, which in some sense control 
the approach to the distant stimulation. It is in the operation with 
these perceptual or physical things which lie within the physio- 
logical act short of consummation that the peculiar human intelli- 
gence is found. Man is an implemental animal. It is mediate to 
consummation. The hand carries the food to the mouth, or the 
child to the breast, but in the social act this mediation becomes 
indefinitely complicated, and the task arises of stating the con- 
summation, or the end, in terms of means. There are two condi- 
tions for this: one is the inhibition, which takes place when con- 
flicting ways of completing the act check the expression of any 
one way, and the other is the operation of the social mechanism, 
which I have described, by which the individual can indicate to 
others and to himself the perceptual things that can be seized and 
manipulated and combined. It is within this field of implemental 
things picked out by the significant symbols of gesture, not in that 
of physiological differentiation, that the complexities of human 
society have developed. And, to recur to my former statement, in 
this field selves are implemental physical things just as among 
primitive peoples physical things are selves. 

My suggestion was that we find in society and social experi- 
ence, interpreted in terms of a behavioristic psychology, an in- 
stance of that organization of perspectives, which is for me at least 
the most obscure phase of Professor Whitehead’s philosophy. In 
his objective statement of relativity the existence of motion in the 
passage of events depends not upon what is taking place in an 
absolute space and time, but upon the relation of a consentient set 
to a percipient event. Such a relation stratifies nature. These 
stratifications are not only there in nature but they are the only 
forms of nature that are there. This dependence of nature upon 
the percipient event is not a reflection of nature into conscious- 
ness. Permanent spaces and times, which are successions of these 
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strata, rest and motion, are there, but they are there only in their 
relationship to percipient events or organisms. We can then go 
further and say that the sensuous qualities of nature are there in 
nature, but there in their relationship to animal organisms. We 
can advance to the other values which have been regarded as de- 
pendent upon appetence, appreciation, and affection, and thus 
restore to nature all that a dualistic doctrine has relegated to con- 
sciousness, since the spatio-temporal structure of the world and 
the motion with which exact physical science is occupied is found 
to exist in nature only in its relationship to percipient events or 
organisms. 

But rest and motion no more imply each other than do objec- 
tivity and subjectivity. There are perspectives which cease to be 
objective, such as the Ptolemaic order, since it does not select 
those consentient sets with the proper dynamical axes, and there 
are those behind the mirror and those of an alcoholic brain. What 
has happened in all of these instances, from the most universal to 
the most particular, is that the rejected perspective fails to agree 
with that common perspective which the individual finds himself 
occupying as a member of the community of minds, which is con- 
stitutive of his self. This is not a case of the surrender to a vote 
of the majority, but the development of another self through its 
intercourse with others and hence with himself. 

What I am suggesting is that this process, in which a perspec- 
tive ceases to be objective, becomes if you like, subjective, and 
in which new common minds and new common perspectives arise, 
and is an instance of the organization of perspectives in nature, 
of the creative advance of nature. This amounts to the affirmation 
that mind as it appears in the mechanism of social conduct is the 
organization of perspectives in nature and at least a phase of the 
creative advance of nature. Nature in its relationship to the organ- 
ism, and including the organism, is a perspective that is there. A 
state of mind of the organism is the establishment of simultaneity 
between the organism and a group of events through the arrest of 
action under inhibition as above described. This arrest of action 
means the tendencies within the organism to act in conflicting 
ways in the completion of the whole act. The attitude of the or- 
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ganism calls out or tends to call out responses in other organisms, 
which responses, in the case of human gesture, the organism calls 
out in itself, and thus excites itself to respond to these responses. 
It is the identification of these responses with the distant stimuli 
that establishes simultaneity, that gives insides to these distant 
stimuli, and a self to the organism. Without such an establishment 
of simultaneity, these stimuli are spatio-temporally distant from 
the organism and their reality lies in the future of passage. The 
establishment of simultaneity wrenches this future reality into a 
possible present, for all our presents beyond the manipulatory 
area are only possibilities, as respects their perceptual reality. We 
are acting toward the future realization of the act, as though it 
were present, because the organism is taking the role of the other. 
In the perceptual inanimate object, the organic content that sur- 
vives is the resistance that the organism both feels and exerts in 
the manipulatory area. The actual spatio-temporal structure of 
passing events with those characters which answer to the suscep- 
tibilities of the organism are there in nature, but they are tem- 
porally as well as spatially away from the organism. The reality 
awaits upon the success of the act. Present reality is a possibility. 
It is what would be if we were there instead of here. Through the 
social mechanism of significant symbols, the organism places it- 
self there as a possibility, which acquires increasing probability 
as it fits into the spatio-temporal structure and the demands of the 
whole complex act of which its conduct is a part. But the possi- 
bility is there in nature, for it is made up of actual structures of 
events and their contents and the possible realizations of the acts 
in the form of adjustments and readjustments of the processes in- 
volved. When we view them as possibilities, we call them mental 
or working hypotheses. 

I submit that the only instance we have of prehension in ex- 
perience is this holding together of future and past as possibilities 
——for all pasts are as essentially subject to revision as the futures, 
and are, therefore, only possibilities—and the common content 
which endures is that which is common to the organism and en- 
vironment in the perspective. This in the organism is identified 
with the spatio-temporally distant stimuli as a possibly real pres- 
ent, past, and future. The unity lies in the act or process, the pre- 
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hension is the exercise of this unity, when the process has been 
checked through conflicting tendencies, and the conditions and 
results of these tendencies are held as possibilities in a specious 
present. 

Thus the social and psychological process is but an instance 
of what takes place in nature, if nature is an evolution, that is, if 
it proceeds by reconstruction in the presence of conflicts, and if, 
therefore, possibilities of different reconstructions are present, re- 
constructing its pasts as well as its futures. It is the relativity of 
time, that is, an indefinite number of possible orders of events, 
that introduces possibility in nature. When there was but one rec- 
ognized order of nature, possibility had no other place than in the 
mental constructions of the future or the incompletely known past. 
But the reality of a spatio-temporally distant situation lies ahead 
and any present existence of it beyond the manipulatory area can 
be only’a possibility. Certain characters are there, but what things 
they are can only be realized when the acts these distant stimula- 
tions arouse are completed. What they are now is represented by 
a set of possible spatio-temporal structures. That these future real- 
izations appear as present possibilities is due to the arrest of the 
act of the organism and its ability to indicate these possibilities. 

That these possibilities have varying degrees of probability is 
due to the relation of the various inhibited tendencies in the or- 
ganism to the whole act. The organization of this whole act, the 
human social organism can indicate to others and to itself. It has 
the pattern which determines other selves and physical things, 
and the organism as a self and a thing, and the meanings which 
are indicated have the universality of the whole community to 
which the organism belongs. They constitute a universe of dis- 
course. It is the fitting in of the particular tendencies into this 
larger pattern of the whole process that constitutes the probability 
of the present existence of the things which any one act implies. 
Its full reality is still dependent upon the accomplishment of the 
act, upon experimental evidence. It is then such a coincidence of 
the perspective of the individual organism with the pattern of the 
whole act in which it is so involved that the organism can act 
within it that constitutes the objectivity of the perspective. 

The pattern of the whole social act can lie in the individual 
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organism because it is carried out through implemental things to 
which any organism can react and because indications of these 
reactions to others and the organism itself can be made by signif- 
icant symbols. The reconstruction of the pattern can take place 
in the organism, and does take place in the so-called conscious 
process of mind. The psychological process is an instance of the 
creative advance of nature. 

In living forms lower than man, the distant perspective may 
through sensitivity exist in the experience of the form and the 
grasping of this in the adjustments of conduct answer to the for- 
mation of the stratification of nature, but the reconstruction of 
the pattern within which the life of the organism lies does not fall 
within the experience of the organism. In inanimate organisms, 
the maintenance of a temporal structure, that is, of a process, still 
stratifies nature, and gives rise to spaces and times, but neither 
they, nor the entities that occupy them, enter as experiential facts 
into the processes of the organisms. The distinction of objectivity 
and subjectivity can only arise where the pattern of the larger 
process, within which lies the process of the individual organism, 
falls in some degree within the experience of the individual or- 
ganism, that is, it belongs only to the experience of the social 
organism. 
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